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EIGHT HOURS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 



HEARING BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES ON THE BILL H. R. 4064, ENTITLED "A 
BILL LIMITING THE HOURS OF DAILY SERVICE OF LABORERS 
AND MECHANICS EMPLOYED UPON WORK DONE FOR THE 
UNITED STATES, OR FOR ANY TERRITORY, OR FOR THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES." 



Copy of bill under consideration, H. R. 4064, Fifty-eighth Congress, first session, 

A BILL limiting the hours of daily service of laborers and mechanics employed upon work done for 
the United States, or for any Territory, or for the District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled. That every contract hereafter made to which the United States, 
any Territory, or the District of Columbia is a party, and every such contract made 
for or on behalf of the United States, or any Territory, or said District, which may 
require or involve the employment of laborers or mechanics shall contain a provision 
that no laborer or mechanic doing any part of the work contemplated by the con- 
tract in the employ of the contractor or any subcontractor contracting for any part 
of said work contemplated shall be required or permitted to work more than eight 
hours in any one calendar day upon such work; and every such contract shall stipu- 
late a penalty for each violation of such provision in such contract of five dollars for 
each laborer or mechanic for every calendar day in which he shall be required or 
permitted to labor more than eight hours upon such work; and any officer or person 
designated as inspector of the work to be performed under any such contract, or 
to aid in enforcing the fulfillment thereof, shall, upon observation or investigation, 
forthwith report to the proper officer of the United States, or of any Territory, or of 
the District of Columbia all violations of the provisions in this Act directed to be made 
in every such contract, together with the names of each laborer or mechanic violating 
such stipulation and the day of such violation; and the amouat of the penalties 
imposed according to the stipulation in any such contract shall be directed to be 
withheld by the officer or person whose duty it shall be to approve the payment of 
the moneys due under such contract, whether the violation of the provisions of 
such contract is by the contractor or any subcontractor. Any contractor or subcon- 
tractor agjjrieved by the withholding of any penalty as hereinbefore provided shall 
have the right to appeal to the head of the Department making the contract, or in 
the case of a contract made by the District of Columbia to the Commissioners thereof, 
who shall have power to review the action imposing the penalty; and from such 
final order whereby a contractor or subcontractor may be aggrieved by the impo- 
sition of the penalty hereinbefore provided such contractor or subcontractor may 
appeal to the Court of Claims, whicn shall have jurisdiction to hear and decide the 
matter in like manner as in other cases before said court. 

Nothing in this Act shall apply to contracts for transportation by land or water, 
or for the transmission of intelligence, or for such materials or articles as may usually 
be bought in open market, whether made to conform to particular specifications or 
not, or for the purchase of supplies by the Government, whether manufactured to 
conform to particular specifications or not. The proper officer on behalf of the 
United States, any Territory, or the District of Columbia may waive the provisions 
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and stipulations in this Act during time of war or a time when war is imminent, or 
in any other case when in the opinion of the inspector or other officer in charge any 
great emergency exists. No penalties shall be imposed for any violation of such 

Ero vision in such contract due to any emergency caused by fire, famine, or flood, 
y danger to life or to property, or by other extraordinary event or condition. 
Nothing in this Act shall be construed to repeal or modify chapter three hundred 
and fifty-two of the laws of the Fifty-eecond Congress, approved August first, eighteen 
hundred and ninetv-two. 



Washington, D. C, fehwry I,, 190^. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. John J. Gardner in 
the chair. 

The Chairman. Gentlemen, this is the day set for the beginning of 
the hearings on this eight-hour bill. No applications for hearings 
have been made except by those in opposition to the bill, and it was in 
deference to the applications for hearings in opposition that a time was 
set for the committee to take up the bill. Mr. Clerk, is there any 
application on file by anybody to be heard in advocacy of the bill? 

The Clerk. No, sir. 

Mr. Gompers. If I may ask your attention for a moment, I desire 
to say that this bill, or substantially this bill, has been before the last 
three Congresses and reported favorably by the Committee on Labor 
of these Congresses, and passed by the House of Representatives by a 

E ractically unanimous vote. We who advocate the passage of this oill 
elieve that because of these facts, because notwithstanding the large 
array of local talent which has been retained and has appeared in behalf 
of the opponents of the bill in former Congresses, and before this 
committee, and in view of the fact that a large amount of time was 
taken up by the opponents of the bill in presenting evidence, and the 
opponents being unable to persuade any prolonged hearings, these 
hearings being very largely printed, the evidence being printed, we do 
not believe that it is necessary for us to present testimony in favor of 
this bill. Our arguments are in print and are easily accessible to the 
members of this committee and to the members of Congress. If the 
opponents were to adduce am- particular new feature we would then 
feel warranted in asking the indulgence of the committee to give us an 
opportunity to submit evidence, or arguments, to disprove the con- 
tention of the opposition. And, further, in view of the fact that the 
Committee on Labor is very largely made up of the same members 
that constituted the committee last Congress and in previous Con- 
gresses — all these things taken together — it seems to us unnecessary 
to submit anv proof or any evidence as to the advisability or necessity 
or wisdom of the passage of this bill. 

Mr. McCammon. Permit to say that the gentleman who has addressed 
the committee was not — unconscioush% perhaps — verj r complimentary 
to this committee. This is the committee of the Fifty -eighth Congress, 
the Committee on Labor of the House of Representatives, composed 
largely of new members of Congress, new members of the committee, 
and it is not the same committee, not nearly the same committee, that 
considered this matter in the last Congress, and I take it for granted 
that the members of this committee desire all that is necessary and 
important for them to hear with regard to this bill. 

Another thing; this is not the same bill that was before the former 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK 5 

committee, and in some respects it is not substantially the same bill as 
was presented for the consideration of this committee at the last Con- 
gress. It is true the central idea is the same — that is, to compel 
directly Government contractors to adopt a fast eight-hour system, and 
indirectly to compel large manufacturing interests of the country to 
follow suit. That is the object of the bill. 

On the first division, as to Government contractors, with the permis- 
sion of the chairman and the committee, I would say — I do not wish to 
extend my remarks at this time, but it seems opportune to say this 
much — that this present bill avowedly is for the purpose of compelling 
the shipbuilding interests and those manufacturers who supply mate- 
rials for ships to adopt the eight-hour system. In other words, in 
this country of ours of equal rights— we believe in equal rights, all of 
us believe that without regard to party, and whether we have them or 
not is another question — it is proposed by this bill to sustain a prin- 
ciple which is obnoxious to every theory upon which our country has 
grown. If the committee will caref ullvread the bill it will be noticed 
that nearly everything is excluded, and if you go further and inquire 
as to the meaning of this particular bill, please read the record of the 
proceedings before the Senate Committee on Education and Labor of 
the last Congress. I say "avowedly," because time and again the 
chairman of tne committee very plainly indicated, in fact several times 
he plainly said, that everybody was excluded except the constructors 
of ships and the makers of steel which went into the construction of 
ships. For that reason I think it is important, first, that the com- 
mittee should understand the full scope of this bill. Therefore it 
should have hearings for that purpose, and I, of course, go beyond 
that; I feel that it is the duty of those who favor the bill to explain 
why such an un-American measure should be forced through this com- 
mittee. On that, before sitting down, I would like to call attention to 
a paragraph from the argument that I had the honor of making before 
the committee, or its predecessor, on March 18, 1902, and I hope I 
will not be tempted to make any further remarks at this session. 

The paragraph to which 1 wish to call attention is as follows: 

Mr. McCammon. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in presenting the 
final argument on behalf of certain companies and individuals who have heretofore 
contracted with the Government, it seems incumbent on me to disclaim any opposi- 
tion either to the theory of those who advocate an eight-hour system or to the prac- 
tical application of an eight-hour system where the consent of the various trades and 
manufacturers which produce the same or nearly similar articles as are contracted 
for from time to time oy the Government is unanimous. This consent must neces- 
sarily be practically unanimous or universal, else the advantage must be with the 
establishment which employs men to work ten or twelve hours in producing sub- 
stantially the same product as those working shorter hours. Our opposition is to no 
theory, to no principle, but is directed to the vicious attempt to compel a Govern- 
ment contractor to be placed at a disadvantage in connection with producers in the 
same line of business if the bill under discussion should become a law. 

The meaning of that last paragraph is, and it must be evident to 
every member of the committee, that it will be impossible for a ship- 
builder to construct jGrovernment ships under an eight-hour system 
and ships for commercial use under the ten-hour system. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman, I take it that the gentlemen of the 
committee will appreciate the fact that Judge McCammon is the spon- 
sor for the intelligence and the safety of the committee, particularly 
as directed by the insinuations coming from myself. As far as I am 
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concerned I do not thank him; I can not appreciate his volunteered 
defense of either the committee or the attempt to give to me a motive 
and a purpose that was furthest from my mind? I say again that 
the hearings before this committee have been as prolonged as perhaps 
the hearings on any other measure that has dragged through any num- 
ber of Congresses in the history of our country. I know of no meas- 
ure that has ever been considered by Congress or by a committee of Con- 
gress where there have been more prolonged hearings than there have 
been upon this bill or substantially this bill. Judge McCammon 

(The speaker mispronounced the name, as he had done once before 
in the course of his remarks, calling him "Judge Cammon.") 

Mr. McCammon. Excuse me; to whom do you refer? 

Mr. Gompers. The gentleman did not go so far as to refer to me by 
name at all. 

Mr. McCammon. I referred to you as "the gentleman/' I suppose 
that ought to satisfy most anyone. 

Mr. Gompers. Yes; but the manner of the expression conveyed 
perhaps more than the words conveyed. 

Mr. McCammon. You know better than that. 

Mr. Gompers. However, we should not dispute about anything of 
that sort. 

The gentleman appearing in opposition to this bill and who has just 
addressed you said that this is not the same bill and that it can scarcely 
be regarded as substantially the same bill, although he admits th&t 
in a measure it carries with it the same principles wnich he immedi- 
ately proceeds to attack, but he fails to say to you that the bill is a 
modification, if anything, of the previous bills that have been con- 
sidered by this committee, and not as by indirection or silence he 
desired to convey to the committee that it is an extension of the pro- 
visions of the former bills. 

You will have observed that in the course of a few remarks in 
which we are supposed to consider the setting of times for hearings, 
if any, the gentleman appearing in opposition to the bill, right in the 
beginning of this preliminary discussion as to fixing a time for hear- 
ings, if any, interjects one of the most important arguments (which in 
his judgment is important) before this committee. And why< It is 
not difficult to discern or infer. He desires in advance to prejudice 
the minds of the committee against the bill, and hopes to make it 
necessary that we shall be compelled to meet that argument now. 

I will say that there is nothing in it; that is all. We will answer it 
in that way — that the bill under consideration is not un-American, that 
it is wise, that it is good public policy, that it is safe industrially, that 
it is a measure of economy, and one calculated to advance the citizen- 
ship and the manhood of our people. 

I do not want, however, to enter into an argument upon the merits 
of the bill. I say, Mr. Chairman, we have not made anv request or 
application to be heard before this committee upon the bill, and until 
we know what the opposition may have to present against it we shall 
rest content with the evidence that we have adduced and the arguments 
we have made in support of the bill, which is substantially the one now 
before you. 

We ask and we hope and we expect that a bill which has received 
the favorable consideration and report of the Committee on Labor of 
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the House of Representatives in the past three Congresses, a bill that 
was passed by practically a unanimous vote of the House, a bill that in 
the Senate was referred to the Senate Committee on Education and 
Labor and at various times reported favorably by the committee — and 
at no time in the history of this bill has there been any unfavorable 
report by any committee — will be considered a bill upon which it is 
unnecessary to have prolonged hearings, and upon which prolonged 
hearings will not be permitted. 

The policy not only indicated but demonstrated before previous 
Congresses has been to prolong the hearings, that has been the policy 
of those opposed to the bill; it has been their policy to make applica- 
tion to be heard, to submit evidence from time to time prolonging the 
hearings. 

The gentleman who appeared this morning and who made the argu- 
ment in opposition to the bill and made the point he has made, has 
been long connected with the opposition to this bill, but it is not quite 
so long a time as the time I have had the honor of being connected 
with those who advocate its passage, and I know the tactics that have 
been employed by those opposed to this bill ever since it has been 
before Congress. 

I want to saj r , Mr. Chairman, that this bill is not a vicious one; it 
has never been conceived as a vicious bill, and it is not harbored in the 
minds of its advocates as a vicious bill, and in proof there is no success- 
ful charge of that character that can be made. No man can honestly 
and truthfully say that a bill which in its effect will help to lighten the 
burdens of the daily toil of the working people of our countiy can by 
any stretch of the imagination be regarded as a vicious measure. 

1 shall not argue this bill at this morning's session. Mr. Chairman 
and gentlemen. I say that we are disinclined to submit any evidence 
in support of this bill at any time or submit any argument in its favor. 
We believe that the record* in print, voluminous documents, contain 
the arguments and evidence of both those who are in favor of the bill 
and those who are opposed to it, and that it is not necessar} r to have 
any further extended hearings or take any further extended evidence 
in regard to the pending measure. We do not believe that there is a 
new point or a particle of new evidence that the opposition can pre- 
sent--I may be doing the opponents of the bill an injustice, but, ir so, 
it is not intentional — I do not believe there is anything new they can 
present in opposition to thi§ measure which is not already in print. 
They hope, I believe, to take up the time and prolong the hearings and 
make it appear how necessary it is for you gentlemen to hear evidence 
and hear further arguments, and then they will prolong the arguments, 
and then if you should favor the bill— and we hope you will and report 
it for passage — they will pursue the same course before the Senate 
Committee on Education and Labor, they will pursue the same pro- 
crastinating course before that committee, and then employ the same 
means to secure its defeat by the Senate that has been employed in 
former Congresses. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have nothing further to add this 
morning to what I have already submitted to j r our consideration. 

Mr. Hughes. I move we call upon the opponents of this bill to pro- 
ceed with their evidence and arguments. 

The Chaibman. Is there a representative of the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers here? 
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Mr. Cushing. Mr. Chairman, I represent the National Association 
of Manufacturers. 

The Chairman. Please give your full name and take a place at the 
end of the table if you wish to address the committee. 

STATEMENT OF ME. MARSHAL CUSHING, SECRETARY OF THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we expected that the advocates of 
this bill would present arguments to-day in its favor, understanding 
that it was a totally new bill, and that the committee was new and 
would naturally be interested to hear arguments in favor of the bill, 
as well as arguments against it. 

Mr. Moore and myself are here as lookers on and listeners simply 
to-day. We should like opportunity later on to produce witnesses 
against a favorable report on the bill. We should only be too glad to 
accommodate the committee with reference to later days. Next week, 
Thursday, if that is a regular meeting day, we will be on hand with our 
witnesses. 

The Chairman. You are not prepared, then, to go on this morning? 

Mr. Cushing. No, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. Speaking for myself only, Mr. Chairman, I am a new 
member of Congress and a new member of this committee. It is true 
that I can read the records of the proceedings of the former committee, 
but the whole subject is new to me, and I would like to hear a discus- 
sion on both sides, and a full discussion, and I think opportunity 
ought to be given to both sides, if they are not ready to-day, then 
some other day. This is an important matter, and it is one* that I 
would like to be informed upon in order that I might make up my 
mind as to what is right in the premises. It seems to me that there 
may be some new things presented for the enlightenment of this com- 
mittee outside of the testimonv that was taken before. Therefore, I 
would suggest that we hear both sides and give every opportunity for 
a full hearing at such times as may be suitable and convenient to both 
sides. 

The Chairman. I will say, Judge, that it has always been our prac- 
tice to hear both sides, and, further, that the opposition has generally 
been presented first and then answers to the opposition. 

Mr. Goebel. Of course that is a mere method of procedure. I do 
not care how you proceed — whether the opposition is to be heard first 
or those who favor the bill are heard first — that is immaterial so long 
as there is a full discussion on both sides. 

Mr. Gilbert. About how many day^ were consumed in the former 
hearings? 

The Chairman. The committee took the bill up on the 15th of Feb- 
ruary and discussed it, I think, until the 9th of March, which was the 
day set for the closing of the hearings, and, if I remember rightly, 
extended them a week longer. I could not tell without referring to 
the record just how many aays were consumed in the hearings, because 
I know some days we sat allday and at other times we met on Thurs- 
dav and had a hearing and then had another hearing the next da}\ 

Mr. Gilbert. It is not proposed to go over all the same line of 
testimony again, is it? 
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The Chairman. I do not know. I suppose that so much of the 
testimony already taken, appearing in the record, which is considered 
to be pertinent, might be extracted and embodied in these present 
hearings. 

Mr. Goebel. I think that would be the proper thing to do. 

Mr. Gilbert. Somebody ought to summarize that testimony. 

Mr. Hughes. Was it not understood in the last meeting that the 
proponents or the opponents of the bill were to proceed with their tes- 
timony on February 4? 

The Chairman. It was decided at that meeting that we would begin 
the hearings at this time (February 4), and the chairman was instructed 
to give out notice to that effect, and such information was given to the 
Associated Pres?. To what extent that has been published I do not 
know. I will say to the committee right here that it is quite possible 
that some people who are very much interested in this matter prob- 
ably should have been written to or notified, who have not been so 
notified. It has not suited Congress in its wisdom up to this time to 
give to this committee more than a session clerkship, and so at the 
adjournment of the Congress the committee has no clerk, and the law 
takes awa\ r my clerk at the end of a session, and busy as I am with the 
Post-Office Committee and with 24,000 labor unions, with whom I have 
had correspondence, it has simply been an impossibility with the 
organization allowed this committee to do the work required of it; 
but we do the best we can. 

Mr. Hughes. If I remember, there was some effort made about two 
weeks ago to have the hearings commence then, and there were purely 
formal objections put in, and the understanding was that on February 4 
the committee would get down to work. 

Mr. McCammon. I received no such notice, and I probably was as 
much entitled to a notice as any one interested in this proposed legisla- 
tion. I simply received a notice that there would be a meeting on the 
4th of February — a meeting of the committee. 

The Chairman. I do not know that you have filed a protest against 
the bill, and if not that may account for your not receiving any notice. 
We have not had any written replies to communications we have not 
received. 

Mr. McCammon. I received a notice of the meeting and I thank the 
secretary for that. 

Mr. liuoHES. Are there not any of the opponents of the bill here 
who are ready to go on and take up some of tne time? 

The Chairman. Are there no representatives of any organization 
here ready to go on this morning? 

STATEMENT OF ME. DANIEL DAVENPORT, OF BRIDGEPORT, 

CONK. 

Mr. Chairman, I am an attorney at law, practicing at Bridgeport, 
Conn. I represent an organization with a various and numerous mem- 
bership in oifferent parts of the country. Over a hundred of them 
are in Connecticut. I will say that the membership is private. The 
organization is formed for the purpose of aiding in the enforcement 
of laws, particularly the law against boyc3tting, and those members 
look upon this bill as an attempt to boycott every concern in this coun- 
try which is not willing to arrange its affairs according to certain 
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requirements that they find impossible. Those members will be unable 
to enter into competition. In other words, it is an attempt by law to 
boycott those establishments. 

I came down here to-day for the purpose of expressing to this com- 
mittee the opposition of tnat organization and its members, and for the 
purpose of giving to this committee information to show you how the 
employers of this country are opposed to this bill, and, further, infor- 
mation that the individual workingraen of this country are bitterly 
opposed to this bill. 

It so happens. Mr. Chairman, that when this movement that I speak 
of startedl was requested to go out over the country for the purpose 
of interviewing employers, manufacturers, for the purpose of inter- 
esting them in that movement, and it has fallen to my lot to visit 
probably several thousand establishments; and 1 have come in contact 
with the managers of those associations and 1 have made it my busi- 
ness, as far as I could, to go into their works and talk with the men to 
see whether or not they believed in any such measure as this, and I 
am prepared at a suitable time to lay before this committee the infor- 
mation which 1 have obtained. A greater mistake was never made in 
the world than to suppose that the workingmen of this country are in 
favor of any measure which will deprive a man who may be off to-day 
on account of sickness or any other thing from making up that time. 
If you limit him to eight hours a day, six days in the week, 1 say that 
when the matter is explained to the individual workingman he is 
opposed to it. 

I have also the information to impart to the committee in regard to 
the attitude of the employers on the subject, which 1 have also gathered. 
I am a little surprised to learn, however, that opposition is made here 
to a bill first — that is, that the opponents of a measure are first heard. 
I supposed that the sensible and ordinary way of getting at it would 
be first to hear what is said in favor of a bill. * Perhaps after what ha 
been said in favor of it has been heard the committee might not thinks 
it was deserving euough to require any answer. It seems that the 
practice has been rather to put the cart before the horse here and to 
require those who oppose a bill to advance arguments wh} T it should 
not be passed, in order that they ma\ r be met. 

Now, if the programme 

The Chairman. Pardon. me. Is that not a very general practice in 
legislative proceedings — that gentlemen come before committees to be 
heard on a bill in protest? 

Mr. Davenport. My experience in that regard is very limited. I 
have had no other practice than that before the legislative committees 
in Connecticut, ana there we pursue the other course. But so far as 
that is concerned, that is immaterial. If .the opponents are to ^o ahead, 
then at the proper time 1 would like to present to the committee rea- 
sons why this bill ought not to be passed, as 1 have gathered them 
from the extremely intelligent gentlemen who represent these great 
establishments, and as 1 have gathered them also from the working 
men themselves. 

How late does the committee sit to-day, Mr. Chairman? 

The Chairman. The usual time for adjournment is 12 o'clock, but I 
do not know that our presence is required in the House, and perhaps 
the committee could go on for several hours. 
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Mr. Davenport. If the matter is to go over for a week 1 will ask 
the privilege of being heard. Of course I know there are other gen- 
tlemen who wish to he heard, I know there are great interests repre- 
sented here, and of course the committee will accord to all a hearing 
adequate to the importance of the questions involved. I would prefer, 
so far as I am concerned, for those I represent, if an opportunitv 
could be given to me a week from to-day, say, for an hour and a half, 
to lay before you what information I have, as well as something in the 
way of argument. 

The Chairman. Without objection, the hearing of Mr. Davenport 
can be made a special order for next Thursday morning at 10.30 
o'clock. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you expect to have both employers and 
employed here next Thursday? 

Mr. Davenport. No sir; I expect myself to be a witness. I pro- 

r)se to state to this committee what 1 know about this business, and 
would say it would take an hour and a half for me to do so. And I 
would solicit the opportunity, on account of my other engagements, of 
being heard — if no one else wants to be heard — at that particular hour. 

Mr. Caldw t ell. In addition to your argument against the bill, do 
you propose to have persons here representative both of later and the 
employers of labor as witnesses i 

Mr. Davenport. No, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. Simply your own statement against the bill? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCamon. Your own statement based on your own experience 
and investigations? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir: absolutely. If this committee would 
undertake to do what I have done this bill would never see the light 
of day from this committee. The so-called representatives of the 
laboring class here are no more representative of them than light is 
of darkness. 

Mr. Gompers. You can readily understand the bona fide character 
of the gentlemen's clients when he will not even bring any of them 
here. 

So far as we are co^erned, myself included, we who favor the pas- 
sage of the bill, we have at no time failed to produce men who could 
testify of their own knowledge, and of their own ability to work, men 
who have worked and who were working at the particular trade they 
testified about, and who were experts at their trades. Of course, 
when a man comes here and in some mysterious fashion says that he 
represents a body of men whose membership is private and whose 
names I doubt he will give to your committee — that is one side of the 
case. On the other hand, we come here representing more than 
2,000,000 organized workmen and 24,000 local unions, of which the 
chairman spoke a few moments ago in connection with another mat- 
ter, whose names and addresses are published broadcast throughout 
the countr\ T , whose names we give to you gentlemen. 

Let me say, further, gentlemen, that there has not been a gathering 
of 25 workmen in the United States at any place within the past fifty 
years who have had under consideration the question of the hours of 
daily labor but who have gone on record unqualifiedly in favor of an 
eigtt-hour workday. These are the men I represent. Whom does 
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this gentleman represent? He may represent a number of employers 
of labor, of respectability and eminence, but whose existence is pri- 
vate; and what he may say as to the views of workmen whom he nas 
interviewed as the representative of that private organization of 
employers — well, you can very well imagine what an individual work- 
man would say to this attorney of the employers' association, whose 
existence is private. 

Mr. Goebel. Do you not think that may be a good argument after 
it is heard 't 

Mr. Gompers. But he has made the statement 

Mr. Goebel. I understand he simply says now that he desires to 
make a statement. The question before this committee now, I sub- 
mit, is in what order we snail proceed. 

Mr. Gompers. But if our honor is impugned I think we ought to 
have an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Hughes. The statement was made that Mr. Gompers does not 
represent the workingmen of this country. 

Mr. Gompers. And 1 am simply trying to show, in answer to that, 
the relative positions that the gentleman occupies and that we occupy 
before this committee. 

The Chairman. Without objection, the special order for next Thurs- 
day is the hearing of Mr. Davenport at 10.30 o'clock. He will be 
given one hour and a half. 

Mr. Conner. I understand, Mr. Davenport, that you will have no 
representatives here from the manufacturers, or from among the work- 
ingmen either, at that time ? 

Mr. Davenport. No, sir. 

Mr. Conner. In what way will you convey to us the protest that 
the laborers themselves make to this bill ? 

Mr. Davenport. I am going to give you the information which I 
myself have. Now, then, gentlemen, if it were an issue between my- 
self and Mr. Gompers as to whether our statements are correct or not, 
if this committee will undertake by subpoena to get the attendance of 
these people here it will be very easily determined; but, of course, 
what I say the committee can take and give what weight it chooses to, 
and what Mr. Gompers says it can take and give what weight it chooses 
to. What I did say was that if the members of this committee had gone 
around this country and interviewed the establishments, as it was my 
opportunity and my duty to do, they would get a very different idea in 
regard to this thing than perhaps they would get otherwise. So far as an 
imputation here of Mr. Gompers is concerned, I would like to ask, Are 
these intimations ordinary and common in hearings of this kind? Mr. 
Gompers, no doubt, thinks he does represent the great working people 
of this country 

Mr. Goebel. I submit, with all due deference 

The Chairman. The question was asked awhile ago as to how much 
time was given on this bill in the last Congress. The clerk has looked 
up the record. 

On February 13 we began the hearings, and sat about all day. We 
had hearings on the 20th, 2tfth, and then on March 6, March 13, and 
March 18, both morning and afternoon sessions on the two last dates 
mentioned, and closed up the work. So hearings were held on six 
different days, and the time consumed was equivalent to nine or ten 
ordinary sessions. 
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Mr. Spalding. I have read very carefully the hearings before the 
last Congress, and in reading them over I was impressed very strongly 
with what seemed to be one fact or condition — and I am more impressed 
with it this morning — and that is that a great part of the time was 
taken up with criminations and recriminations, which were entirely 
useless and out of place. Now, I have other business to perform and 
other duties, and I think all of us here have. I want individually to 
give this matter the fullest and most careful and candid consideration, 
but I do not want to spend a great deal of time here that is utterly 
useless, and it seems to me that when either side starts out on these 
charges and recharges the speakers should be called down, and if they 
do not desist then, that they should not be heard further. 

The Chairman. There has been too much of that. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is it not a fact that we defined a difference between 
hearings and arguments, and that we gave a certain amount of time for 
argument for and against the bill at the close of the hearings in addi- 
tion to the hearing of witnesses, and were not all those arguments at 
the close of the hearing? 

The Chairman. We had arguments on what was called the testi- 
mony, yes. The fact is, however, that most of the hearings were 
arguments, and then there were arguments on the arguments. 

Mr. Caldwell. We had a great many men here who occupied some- 
thing of the same position that Mr. Davenport occupies; we heard a 
great many statements from both sides, and then we heard arguments 
as to what weight should be given to the different testimony. 

Mr. Connor. I understand Mr. Davenport comes here as a witness. 

Mr. Caldwell. I understand he is to make an argument. 

Mr. Connor. He comes here to testify as to what Tie has discovered. 

Mr. Hughes. That is hardly testimony. 

Mr. Connor. I am wondering how he can convey to us the condi- 
tions he has found without bringing any witnesses here. Are we to 
learn about this on written information, Mr. Davenport, or are we to 
take your statement? 

Mr. Davenport. You are to take my statement as to the facts. 

Mr. Goebel. I think the suggestion of my friend on the right (Mr. 
Gilbert) was a good one, namely, that some one should go through the 
printed record of testimony, as heretofore taken by the committee, 
and make extracts from that testimony. Let both sides take that 
record and go through it and then present that to the committee. We 
will gain something in that way, and then if there is any additional 
evidence on either side let it be presented. It seems to me that would 
facilitate the matter, and in that way we will not go over things we 
have gone over before. 

Mr. Hughes. That was the very thing we were driving at the last 
time this bill was up before this committee. The evidence had been 
put in and every argument for and against the bill was in writing, and 
it was assumed that the members of the committee would make them- 
selves familiar with that; and, as I understand it, the object of the 
committee then was to have the opponents of this measure come for- 
ward and advance amthing new that might be pertinent to this par- 
ticular bill, or that they might have discovered since the last hearing. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that any argument 
among the committee as to the bill should be made in executive session. 
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The Chairman. Yes; of course that comes at the close of the hear- 
ing on the bill. As Mr. Hughes has said, it was understood that each 
member would familiarize himself with the testimony offered, but 
members familiarizing themselves with the record of the previous 
Congress and having it before them in this Congress, and having- it 
before them so as to go into the record at this time, is another thing. 
The only way to get the hearings of previous Congresses in the record 
is to extract and summarize such portions as it is desired to have 
put in. 

Mr. Gilbert. So as to get the benefit of all the testimony offered 
before on each side and avoid the necessity of rehashing that testi- 
mony 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Caldwell. You scarcely mean all the testimony; you mean 
such testimony as those in favor of the bill and those opposed to the 
bill deem is important? 

Mr. Gilbert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bartholdt. I believe the committee has decided to hear Mr. 
Davenport next Thursday ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Bartholdt. If there is no one else present who wants to go on 
this morning I move that the committee go into executive session. 

Mr. Du Brul. Mr. Chairman 

The Chairman. Please rive your name. 

Mr. Du Brul. Du BruL I am representing the National Metal 
Trades Association, which has never appeared here. 

I wrote to the committee and asked wnether it would be possible to 
set aside half a day, say, to hear from the members of our association. 
Our association is comprised of manufacturers. A great many of 
them are engaged in Government work and this bill affects their 
interests very seriously. I would like to have half a day to be heard, 
and if it is decided that Mr. Davenport will take next Thursday, I 
would like to know what day it would be convenient to the committee 
to hear me. I received no reply from the committee from that letter 
except that the matter would be decided to-day — that a meeting would 
be held to-day. It was so indefinite that I did not go ahead and 
arrange to have an}^one here to-day. As I have said, we would like 
to have some time, probably half a day, say a week from next Thurs- 
day, if that is convenient. We would like you to hear from men who 
are engaged in Government work, so that the committee can get infor- 
mation directly at first hand, and we will have an argument to submit 
based on that testimony. 

Mr. Goebel. You want a day a week from next Thursday i 

Mr. Du Brul. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. Where are your headquarters? 

Mr. Du Brul. Cincinnati. 

Mr. Gilbert. It seems to me we will have to have a meeting of tener 
than once a week, Mr. Chairman, in order to hear all those who wish 
to be heard. 

The Chairman. 1 think probably we will have to have more fre- 
quent meetings, yes; that has been our custom before. 

I will say to the gentleman that I could not comply with his request 
to fix a day for a hearing, because the committee has to determine that 
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itself. And also, if you will recollect, two weeks ago the suggestion 
was made here, and I think it was understood, that the representatives 
of the two sides should submit schedules of what hearings they wanted, 
and that with that schedule before it the committee woula have to 
determine dates, and 1 made as much publication of that as possible; 
but I could get nothing before us in the form of a schedule or infor- 
mation so that we could intelligently tix a schedule, and my experience 
is that 3 7 ou never do get it, so you can fix dates, until the hearings have 
begun. 

Mr. Du Brul. I would anticipate having at least four or five wit- 
nesses here. 

The Chairman. Well, will you be here one week from Thursday? 

Mr. Du Brul. That is two weeks from to-day? 

The Chairman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Du Brul. Yes; that would suit me very well. 

Mr. Schulteis. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the national legislative 
committee of the Knights of Labor, of which I am chairman, 1 wish 
to state that we have been before this committee ever since 1868 on 
this eight-hour proposition, and we will only require about one hour 
of time, and we would like it as soon as possible. 

Mr. Goebel. What time would you like it? 

Mr. Schulteis. At your earliest convenience. 

Mr. Goebel. Have you any day to suggest? 

Mr. Schulteis. If agreeable I can go on to-day. 

The Chairman. Could you not be heard two weeks from to-day, 
along with Mr. Du Brul? 

Mr. Schulteis. That would be very agreeable. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Can we not hear the gentleman next Thursday ? 

The Chairman. We have two gentlemen to be heard next Thurs- 
dav — the National Manufacturers' Association and Mr. Davenport. 

Would it be practicable at this time, Judge McCammon, or Mr. 
Davenport, to get the construction of the opposition of this bill in 
the record in regard to the effect of some changes which the Senate 
has made? The bill considered last year. read: 

" Nothing in this act shall apply to contracts for transportation," 
and so on, h4 whether made to coniform to particular specifications or 
not." 

Now, right there the Senate has thrown in an amendment — 

or for the purchase of supplies by the Government, whether manufactured to con- 
form to particular specifications or not. 

What does that remove from the bill, or what will it be contended 
is still in the bill in that particular, or are the opponents yet unprepared 
to put in the record their construction? 

A Member. What page is that? 

The Chairman. Page 3, beginning at line ti. This amendment will 
be found in lines 10, 11, and 12; that is, the amendment of the Senate. 

Mr. McCammon. Without desiring to reopen the controversy I will 
say that the question by the chairman only illustrates what some of 
the opponents contend — that the friends of the bill should explain 
exactly what the bill does mean. As to the particular legal definition 
of those particular words I am not prepared to say. 

The Chairman. The friends of the bill did not put those words in. 

Mr. McCammon. It has been suggested, however, that the Govern- 
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ment might want to purchase supplies in time of emergency, k4 whether 
manufactured to conform to particular specifications or not," and it is 
true, 1 can well see, that some persons could contend that a ship of war 
is a suppl\ r and, therefore, is excepted from the provisions of this 
bill. 

But really, Mr. Chairman, 1 do not feel as if I was prepared to go 
anv further than that. 

The Chairman. I think that there is nothing more that we can 
accomplish this morning, then. 

Thereupon, at 11.45, the committee adjourned until Thursday, Feb- 
ruary 11, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Thursday, Frf>rvary 11, 190^. 

The committee met at 11 o'clock a. m., Hon. David J. Foster in the 
chair. 

The Acting Chairman. In the absence of the chairman I will call 
the committee to order and suggest that we go on. 

STATEMENT OF ME. DANIEL DAVENPORT, OF BRIDGEPORT, 

CONN. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee- 



The Acting^ Chairman. Before commencing, please state what you 
represent. l **' ....»„ 

Mr. Davenport. I will. As I stated the other day, my name is 
Daniel Davenport; I reside in Bridgeport, Conn. ; I am a practicing 
attorney there, and I am the executive agent of the American 
Anti-Boycott Association, an association of manufacturers formed for 
the purpose of aiding in the enforcement of the laws, particularly the 
law against boycotting, using that term in its comprehensive sense, as 
the boj T cott of a man or a man's business or nis products. Inasmuch 
as the members of that organization look upon this measure as an 
attempt to legalize the boycott by driving out from any opportunity to 
compete concerns in this country which do not care to run their busi- 
ness upon the principles laid down in this bill, they are very much 
opposed to this measure. 

As I stated the other day, the membership in that organization is 
private— for reasons which I will explain a little later — but the exist- 
ence of the organization is known. 

I also speak here for the following associations: The Architectural 
Iron League, of Chicago; the Building Elevator Association, of Chi- 
cago; the Chicago Mantle and Tile Dealers' Association; the Chicago 
Masons and Builders' Association; the Chicago Master Steamfitters' 
Association; the Carpenters and Builders' Association, of Chicago; 
the Cut-Stone Contractors'' Association, of Chicago; the Marble Manu- 
facturers' Association, of Chicago; the Master Carpenters' Associ- 
ation; the Mosaic Dealers' Association; the Sheet Metal Contractors' 
Association, and the Electrical Contractors' Association; the Master 
Painters and Decorators' Association, of Chicago. 

These associations together make up what is known as the Chicago 
Building Contractors' Council and comprise a membership of about 
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1,-jOO concerns. And I understand that I speak also in behalf of the 
allied interests of the character represented by those associations of 
which I speak throughout the country, and I also understand I speak 
also for those great interests which are concerned in doing public work 
for the Government in the nature of dredging and harbor work, what- 
ever has to do with the public work, and also those people that will 
have to do, probably, witn the building of the Panama Canal— all such 
interests. 

Now, the special interest of this last class is what I want to direct 
your attention to before I proceed to a more general consideration of 
the subject. % 

It was supposed that in August, 1892, socialistic legislation of this 
character haa reached its high-water mark. 

Mr. Hjjghes. What year was that, sir? 

Mr. Davenport. August 1, 1892. In that year Congress passed a 
law, as you probably know, which forbade, made it unlawful, for any 
contractor or subcontractor doing work upon the public work to require 
or permit any laborer or mechanic to work more than eight hours in 
any calendar day, and further imposed the savage penalty upon any 
contractor or any subcontractor wno intentionally permitted any man 
to work more than eight hours on any such work in one calendar day 
of making him liable to a fine of $1,000 or imprisonment for six months, 
or both, at the option of the judge before whom he might be tried. I 
say it was supposed that legislation of this character had then reached 
its high-water mark. But the measure which I understand is before 
this committee for consideration piles on the agon * far beyond that 
under the law as it stands to-day. Any contractor who intentionally 
violates this law is liable to penalty; any subcontractor who violates 
the law is subject to that penalty. This bill leaves that law still in 
force, and proceeds further and makes the contractor liable to a heavy 
fine; that is, a penalty of $5 for every man employed whether he does 
it intentionally or not, not only for himself but for the subcontractor, 
and whether the subcontractor is intentionally violating the law or not. 

In other words, it is proposed by act of Congress to make the con- 
tractor responsible for $5 per day for every man whom the subcon- 
tractor may permit to work. You know this country has been a ^reat 
building country; its population is now 80,000,000 and soon will be 
150,000,000, and soon perhaps will be 250,000,000. I understand the 
purpose to put on the statute book, there to remain during the coming 
ages, a provision that any employer, any contractor that is engaged upon 
the public work is made responsible under this not only for his inten- 
tional acts but for his unintentional acts and for, the acts of the sub- 
contractor whether those are intentional or not, the provisions of which 
are manifestly unjust and tyrannical in view of the enormous savage 
penalty that already undej the existing law is imposed upon them, and 
I should think that any man would hesitate to support such a measure. 
At any rate the great interests for whom I speaK recognize the fact 
that a crying injustice is about to be perpetrated upon them and they 
do not know what they have done to deserve it. Now, gentlemen, it 
is needless to say that the great interests that are represented here in 
this humble way are very seriously disturbed at what you may call 
the movement which has brought about this state of affairs. They are 
alarmed, and properly so, for they know that the doctrines which are 

EH 2 
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the principles of a great many of those organizations which favor such 
measures are these. 

I hold in my hand the declaration of principles prefixed to the con- 
stitution of the International Union of Textile Workers. The decla- 
ration of principles of the Amalgamated Glass Workers and Wood 
Workers are the same with one or two words changed, and the 
Brewery Workers and the Bakers have adopted the same resolutions 
in substance, phrase for phrase, though with a different choice of 
words. I took this from the Industrial Commission report. The 
representatives of some of those organizations are officers of a still 
larger body, called the Americau Federation of Labor. 

Now, I want to read as illustrative of this matter, and as showing 
why these interests are so. profoundly stirred and alarmed, this — 

This is the declaration of principles: 

Society at present is composed of classes whose interests are highly antagonistic to 
each other. On the one side we have the proprietary class, possessing almost all the 
soil, all houses, factories, means of transportation, machinery, raw materials, and all 
necessities of life. In comparison to the entire people this represents a small 
minority. On the other siae we have the workmen, possessing nothing but their 
intellectual and physical power with which to labor, and which they must sell to 
the possessors of the means of production in order to live. The workers represent 
millions. 

The interest of the possessing class consists in buying the productive power of the 
laborer as cheaply as possible, in order to produce as much as possible and to amass 
wealth. 

The few hundred thousand proprietors arrogate to themselves the larger part of 
the wealth produced by the workers. 

The laboring millions receive- from the product of their labor only so much as ia 
necessary to live a life of misery and starvation. 

Every improvement in machinery, every new discovery of hitherto unknown forces 
in nature, the proprietary clas* arrogates to itself for the exclusive purpose of increas- 
ing its possessions. Through this process human labor is more and more displaced 
by machinery t 

The workers having become superfluous are compelled to sell their labor at any 
price in order to save themselves from starvation. The value of labor gradually 
decreases; the laboring people are being impoverished more and more; their con- 
suming power is more and more lessened, and the conseouence is that the commod- 
ities produced remain upon the market without being bought by anyone. Commercial 
stagnation sets in, production is decreased, and even partly suspended. The crisis 
has arrived. 

The proprietary class presses into its service the power of the State, the police, 
militia, press, and pulpit, to protect the possessions produced by others, and to 
declare for the sacredness of property, while the millions of the working people are 
left without the means of existence, without rights and unprotected, betrayed", and 
sold out to their enemies by the State; by the press and by the pulpit the arms of 
the police and of the militia are directed against them. 

In consideration of these facts we declare — 

1. That the laboring class must emancipate itself from all influences of its enemy, 
the proprietary class; that it must organize locally, nationally, and internationally, 
for tne purpose of setting the power of the organized masses against the power of 
capitalism; and that it must see that its interest be represented in the mills, work- 
shops, etc., and in the different branches of the local, State, and national adminis- 
trations and governments. 

2. National and international trades unions are apt to exert a powerful influence 
upon production, prices, the hours of labor, the regulation of apprenticeships, and to 
support their members, in all the different phases of life. 

3. The combat through which they have naturally to go with the organized power 
of capitalism leads them to recognize that all trades unions must form one great 
powerful body; the solidarity of the interests of all is proclaimed; the workers 
mutually assist each other. Soon the fact will be recognized that the entire system 
of production rests upon the shoulders of the laboring class and that if the workers 
only display their firm determination and exert their power a new system based 
upon justice might easily be introduced. Arrayed against the power of capitalism 
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and its minions stands the power of the laboring masses, self-reliant and conscious 
that they possess the power with which to overwhelm their antagonists. 

4. There is no power on earth large enough to resist the will of such a majority; 
if it be enlightened in regard to its rights, it will accomplish its aims and objects irre- 
sistibly. The right of nature is upon its side. The earth, together with all its wealth, 
belongs to mankind. The results and triumphs of civilization have been achieved 
through the course of thousands of years and with the assistance of all nations. The 
organized workers will come to carry into reality these principles, and they will 
establish a state of affairs under which everyone will enjoy the fruits of his labor. 

That is the declaration of principles prefixed to the constitution of 
the International Union of Textile Workers, the declaration of prin- 
ciples of the Amalgamated Glass Workers and of the Wood Workers — 
wnich are practically the same with one or two exceptions — and also 
of the Brewery Workers and of the Bakers, which are the same phrase 
for phrase, although with a difference in some words. 

The difference seems to be only the difference in translation from a 
common German original. 

Now, I say, gentlemen, that those great interests for which I assume 
here to speak are alarmed; that a movement has already attained such 
great dimensions in America is something that gives them pause, and 
I leave it to you gentlemen that they have reason to be alarmed. I 
put it to you individually and personally, gentlemen, because this is a 
question that transcends all local matters and individual matters, too, 
if it were to please God to-night to call you into the eternal world, if 
you were this night to leave your wife a widow and your children 
fatherless, could you go, when you know doctrines like this and organi- 
zations like this are in existence; could you go in the confident assur- 
ance that organized society will preserve and protect and defend them — 
I do not speak of their children, but to them — the fruit of your labors 
and your savings and your anxieties? And I put it to .you also, gen- 
tlemen, whether you feel that as citizens, apart from your official 
positions, it is not incumbent upon you to rise to the dignity of this 
occasion and this subject and this matter and do what in you lies to 
check the progress of such a movement, much less to turn the great 
engine of the United States Government into the means of still further 
advancing such a movement? 

Now, gentlemen, 1 myself profess to be as ardent a friend of the 
working man as any other man is. I profess to be, and I trust I am 
a friend of the working man. A labor union or an organized move- 
ment of any kind which had for its end the betterment of mankind 
would meet certainly with my hearty approval. If these organiza- 
tions were formed for the purpose of making better workmen, for 
stimulating them in every way to improve their conditions, for pur- 
poses of benevolence, or for the purpose of advancing civilization, I 
believe that I as well as every other person would be heartily in favor 
of them; but let me say to you, gentlemen, I think it is within the 
common knowledge of most of you that those organizations are not in 
their practical operation . of that character. As 1 have read to you, 
very many, if not all of the leaders of these labor organizations are 
open and avowed socialists, and they are using those organizations for 
the purpose of propagating their doctrines. In the next place, they 
are weakening the ties of citizenship, because they put before their 
members no other sense of community obligation save that of the plat- 
forms of their organizations. They are teaching widespread disregard 
of the rights of others equally entitled with themselves to the protec- 
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tion of organized society, and they are teaching widespread disregard 
and disrespect for law. 

But what is worst of all, or as bad as anything, they are instilling 
hostility in the minds of the laboring classes toward those who have 
centrol of the implements of production, instead of fostering a spirit 
of friendship and good will between them, which is essential to all civi- 
lized society; and then you have this kind of legislation here which 
demands discrimination, that makes discriminating demands upon Fed- 
eral and State and municipal authorities. And then, too, they have 
already gone very far, and if this bill becomes a law it will have gone 
still further, in destroying freedom of contracts between the individual 
employer and the individual employee. Then, too, who does not 
know that in times of strikes, when men who have stood by the 
employer and defended the property which is essential to produc- 
tion, they demand the discharge of those men, and the reinstatement 
of those men who have been either directly or indirectly concerned in 
attempts to destroy them, thereby putting a premium upon disloyalty 
and crime. And, last of all, gentlemen, tney bring our public courts 
into disrepute and reproach in their journals and in every other way, 
abusing the judges for their attempts to administer the common law of 
the land. 

Now, gentlemen, this question of how to cope with this problem is 
certainly a very serious one. I trust that I do not exaggerate it, and 
I trust that you will not minimize it. 

In my opinion the recovery of the right of every man to run his 
own business according to the dictates of his own best business judg- 
ment and of the right of every man to work, every man who has noth- 
ing but his hands and his dexterity to live by, whether he belongs to 
a union or not. without being molested or made afraid, is the most 
serious political, economic, and social question this country has ever 
been confronted with in all its history. It seems to me so; it seems 
to me that even slavery and secession were insignificant problems in 
comparison with it because those evils were local. They were so man- 
ifestly opposed to the great interests of a great section of the country 
that it was possible to cope with them and extirpate them without 
overturning the foundations of society. But here you have got some- 
thing that, from the Atlantic to the Pacific and from the Gulf to the 
Lakes, is eating like a cancer into the very vitals of our institutions, 
something which deuies and paralyzes the fundamental rights of the 
citizens. 

I know that we are apt to be very optimistic. I know we are apt 
to hope and think that this will all pass away and nothing troublesome 
come out of it, but I must confess tnat I look upon it with that degree 
of seriousness that I look upon any great social disease. In confront- 
ing this problem we have got to look at certain permanent social facts 
of the situation. 

I am very glad that the distinguished gentleman, the representative 
of a great organization (Mr. Gompers), is present to hear what I have 
to say, and I put the philosphy of the matter before him. You know, 
as has been well said, we can change a great many things in this world. 
We can change our style of cooking, we can change our style of dress, 
we can change our language, we can change our religion, we can change 
our form of government, and we know that with the lapse of ages and 
the coming and going of the generations those things do change; but 
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there are certain other things that we can not change, and one of those 
is the fundamental relation of the employer and employee. Like the 
relations of husband and wife, and parent and child, and guardian and 
ward, they are, as you gentlemen of the legal profession know, the 
fundamental relations of society. And when you consider what is 
necessary in every form of collective activity among men you see why 
it is unchangeable. You can take, as has been said, the two great 
types of collective activity among men, that of fighting and that of 
working. In the lapse of time, gentlemen, there have been great 
changes in military organizations; there have been changes in their 
uniforms and in their watchwords, and their arms, and their "tactics, 
and all that; but there never has been a time and there never will be 
a time when there are not great armies commanded by few men of 
great power and great responsibility, and any attempt that has ever 
been made to weaken that relation or lessen that authority only oper- 
ates to the destruction of the army. 

An army operated on the cooperative plan is impossible, for the 
very simple reason that it can not compete with an organization of the 
other kind. Similarly, when you turn to the industrial world you 
know there has to be somebody to look over the field, somebody who 
has got to know what to be bought and when to buy, what has got to 
be made and how it is to be made, and when it is to be sold, and to 
give the orders. The relation there is as absolutely necessary as in 
the other, and so it comes to pass that we may say that there never 
will be a time when there are not a few persons, relatively the few 
that are attacked in this declaration of principles, who have control of 
the implements of production and who nave large armies of working- 
men under them. Every attempt to settle this great problem which 
ignores that fundamental and enduring and permanent fact is all 

?uackery, all humbug. I know not what other disorders, what f right- 
ul disorders society must yet pass through, but I do know that civil- 
ized society will never give up the relation that 1 have described for 
the very simple reason that the infinite wants of man and the infinite 
services that are to be rendered to supply those wants can never be 
as effective and efficient^ rendered as in the way that 1 speak of, and 
you can depend upon it that society will never give that up any more 
than it will give up the principle of one man and one woman as the 
head of the family. 

I want to come down to this bill now, and all other bills like it, and 
to submit to you some observations relative to this subject-matter that 
is before you. It is proposed, as I understand this bill, to have the 
Congress "of the United States of America inflict a penalty, and a very 
heavy penalty, too, upon any employer who falls within its provisions, 
permitting a man to work more than eight hours a day. It makes no 
difference by the terms of this bill whether the work is hard or easy, 
whether the man is strong or weak, whether he is a man who can afford 
not to work but eight hours a day; it applies equally to such a man as 
it does to the man who has a family, rerhaps a man's wife is sick, it 
may be, perhaps, that the funeral expenses of his dead child have been 
unpaid 

Mr. Hughes. Did vou say inflict a penalty on the man who works ? 

Mr. Davenport. Cpon the employer who permits a man to work, 
that man who may be entirely able to work, who is impelled by every 
affection of his heart to desire to work, it is proposed: that the Con- 
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gress of the United States shall impose a penalty, and, ,as you know, 
a very severe penalty, upon an employer who permits that man to 
work. And who asks for it? Why, gentlemen, we are told that labor 
demands, that labor demands that a law so tyrannical as that shall be 
passed. Why, gentlemen, during the French Revolution, when 
Madame Roland mounted the scaffold she saw standing before her in 
the Place de la Concord that plaster statue of Liberty, which the French 
people had erected there, ana as she gazed upon it she exclaimed, "Oh, 
Liberty, how they have juggled with you!" How has labor come 
about Jo such a position that it is in favor of enactment of laws which 
would operate in numberless instances, probably in a majority of 
instances, to deny to an individual workman the privilege, the oppor- 
tunity, of working? 

1 took the liberty the other day of saying that the distinguished 
gentleman who appeared here in the name of labor (as he said, in the 
name of 2,000,000 laboring men) and demanded the passage of this bill 
as an uplifting measure for the good of the workingmen, and as their 
especial representative, did not really represent them. He took 
offense, pernaps 

(Mr. Furuseth here handed the speaker a glass of water with the 
remark "An evidence of the good will of labor.") 

Mr. Davenport. The laboring men always were my friends. What- 
ever I ever had in this world in the way of political preferment I owe 
to the workingmen, and I was never more their friend than when I 
appear here before you in behalf of what, as I understand it, is in the 
interests of labor. I drink to the health of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. Furuseth). 

Now, that leads me to tell you a little more, if you will overlook the 
apparent egotism in the matter. 1 want to tell vou a little more of 
what I am and why I am in this connection. I live in Bridgeport, 
Conn. That is some 25 miles from a town in Connecticut called 
Danbury. There was a man up there who was running a little hat 
business, and he had been a workman. He never discriminated in his 
life against a workman, whether he was a union man or not, and he 
was confronted by a demand of an organized body of workmen that 
he should unionize his shop, discharge these nonunion men he had in 
his shop; and because he would not do that they did what? They put 
him, in the nomenclature of the labor unions, under the boycott; they 
put in practice the teachings of the great representative or the labor- 
ing classes, Mr. Gompers, in his journal. They put several men out 
on the track of his salesmen all over the country, going from city to 
city, and from State to State, warning his countrymen that if they 
handled his goods their business would be boycotted, and saying to his 
customers, "If you handle those goods, you will be boycotted. And 
with the result that they made a very serious inroad on his business. 
He came to Bridgeport and told me about it. I said to him, "The 
American Federation of Labor has some twelve hundred thousand 
members — that is what they claim. They are all after you, and you 
can not compete with them; you can not combat that." 

Well, certain gentlemen said to me, "Is it not possible to organize 
the great interests of society, the great manufacturing, transportation, 
mining, and mercantile interests of this country in an organization 
whose sole purpose shall be what every decent man ought to approve 
of, the enforcement of the laws?" And they said, "Now, the consti- 
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tutional convention is over" — I was the member of the constitutional 
convention then from Bridgeport — "why not go out and see the 
employers, go out and see the manufacturers, and tell them what there 
is about tins thing, and see what can be done in order to face the 
thing?" 

So, gentlemen, I started, without any letters of introduction, with- 
out any credentials, without any special qualifications for the business; 
and I went around this country seeing manufacturers — and let me say 
that when I started 1 had myself been largely infected with the notions 
which are promulgated in what is called the eight-hour philosophy; 
indeed, in the constitutional convention I supported by speech cer- 
tain things along that line — but, as 1 have said, 1 started out and saw 
manufacturers, and I started with the notion that the employee class 
of this country, the workingmen, were a pretty badly used set of 
people. That is the idea I started out with. . Of course, I was familiar 
with the arguments that with the introduction of labor-saving machin- 
ery and the high speeding of labor-saving machinery that the tension 
becomes so great upon the workingmen that it is a matter of humanity 
to cut down their hours of labor. 

I also understood that the feeling among the workingmen was along 
that line, and of course I was familiar with this argument by which a 
man is supposed to lift himself over the fence by his boot straps, that 
if vou only will stop these men from working so long they will not 
only give* work to others— there being only so much work to go 
around — but besides that, they will go to spending and that will create 
a demand, or as it is put in the flowery ana sentimental expression of 
the advocates of that philosophy, u lf you will give a man shorter 
hours he will go off to the park, or he will go to the library; he has 
more leisure to think; he has more leisure to see things, and there- 
fore his aspirations will be higher, his desires will be stronger, and 
consequently he will thereby become a greater consumer, and of 
course there will be created thereby a demand for the goods," which 
idea, you will see, is embodied in this declaration of principles. 
Well, I say I started. I traveled more miles than ever Saint Paul 
traveled in his fourteen journeys to found the infant church. By 
reason of our express trains and modern facilities for getting about, I 
went almost everywhere; 1 went everywhere as far as 1 could within 
the time 1 had, and necessarily I came into contact, in the first place, 
with the heads of these establishments. I would have some difficulty 
in getting in, but I managed, one way and another, to get in and talk 
to them on this great question and of the necessity of this action. 
And then before long I was absolutely appalled by the magnitude and 
diversity of the manufacturing interests of this country, and 1 began 
to be curious to see how these things are done. 

The idea of taking a little raw material and putting it through a lot 
of processes and turning out something of value to society and getting 
your money back— that was a perpetual miracle to me. So 1 would 
go into these establishments, not as was suggested by m} T distingushed 
friend [Mr. Gompers], as a representative of these employers, nor 
going among them for the purpose of finding out what they thought 
by questioning them as if I was one of Mr. Hearst's reporters, repre- 
senting one of his papers, coming to them in that way, but I went to 
them as you would, or anybody else, going through those establish- 
ments. And so, gentlemen, I stood by many a lathe, 1 stood by many 
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a loom, I stood in many a shoe shop; I went around the whole thing". 
And now, gentlemen, I hav T e put this question to them, and I put it to 
them very pointedly : " Would you be in favor of a law which deprived 
you of the privilege of working more than eight hours a day if you 
wanted to? " I never found one that said he was in favor of it. Tney 
are not in favor of it. Now, gentlemen, I tell you 

Mr. Gilbert. Whom did you talk with, the employers or the 
employees? 

Mr. Davenport. The employees. For instance, I went down to 
Philadelphia. There are those great Baldwin Locomotive Works. Of 
course, when these business men were away it was a waste of time to 
go to their offices. I went around the Baldwin Locomotive Works 
there, and there were 6,000 or 7,000 men at work in that establishment. 
Repeatedly I went and stood among them. Down at Cramp's ship- 
yard 1 did the same thing; they were at work there and I went among 
them; 1 talked about these things to them, just simply as any other 
intelligent person would do who wanted to know about things — wanted 
to get information. Now, gentlemen, those men are not fools. They 
have got that same hard-headed intelligence that you have got, and 
I tell you that there is no greater risk that any party or any man 
ever assumed than to put himself upon record as in favor of denying 
the right of an} 7 individual workingman to work more than eight hours 
if he wants to. That man or that party who stands sponsor for such 
a doctrine as that 1 tell you is going swiftly to political destruction, 
and rightfully, too. The individual workingman values his opportu- 
nities. He wants short hours, but he wants short hours with the 
privilege of working more and making more. Do not be deceived 
about this. I know that the distinguished representatives of organized 
labor who hear me do not believe it; they think that they have gathered 
the sense of the workman and they are here for the purpose of express- 
ing the fact to be other than that. 

Now, if you want to make a test of this thing, if you want to do the 
sensible thing, put a plank in the platform of your Congressional dis- 
trict that you are in favor of a law, that you will vote for a law, which 
will deprive the workingmen of that district of the privilege of work- 
ing more than eight hours if they want to. Just make a test of it. I 
asS you to do it. Instead of assuming that I do or do not know what 
I am talking about, or that these gentlemen do or do not know what 
they are talking about, if } r ou want to find out what the American 
people want, of whom of course the working people are the great and 
vast majority, put it in your platform and run for Congress on it. 
The Hon. K. J. Hill, of the Fourth Congressional district of Con- 
necticut, is my Representative. Although I have been a Democrat all 
my life, and have eaten and drunk and tasted and smelt and swum 
in and advocated Democracy from a thousand stumps, I was obliged 
twice to vote for E. J. Hill. If you want to test this thing, let Mr. 
Hill come up to Connecticut and stand on this platform, and then 
if the American people, or the people in his district, are in favor of 
it, then let him vote for it. But do not attempt to put through a 
law so tyrannical as this without first giving the American people a 
chance to say something about it. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose the manufacturers and employers have an 
association bj^ which they could dictate the number of hours to labor. 
Your major premise is that each individual laborer would be per- 
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mitted, in the absence of this legislation, to select the number of 
hours he would be required to work. Suppose that the individual 
laborer would have no chance as against the organization of the em- 
ployers, and that his employers would dictate to him the number of 
nours of labor he must work. 

Mr. Davenport. So far as that is concerned, I do not understand 
that there is any organization, nor is there likely to be any organiza- 
tion of employers to do that; but let me say that the great interest of 
society is that the employer and the employee should be left entirely 
free to do as they please about it. 

Mr. Gilbert. If that is true, if you were to put them on an equality, 
where each individual laborer would have the perfect right to contract 
for himself without any restraining influence, perhaps that would be 
true; but assuming that he has not that power, that he is a mere crea- 
ture in the hands of a vast number of employers 

Mr. Davenport. I do not think that tne State ought to attempt in 
any way to declare it by law. But the great point that I was making 
is that if you are going to pass a law on that subject, be quite sure 
that you know what the individual employee and the great mass of 
the employees want. 

Now, I know that it can be very well said, " Why, humph, you rep- 
resent here a great organization of men who for reasons of their own 
keep the membership secret, and you went among them as their repre- 
sentative and 3'ou were tinged with their views, and you are not a 
good reporter of the thing, and we prefer to take the views of the 
other gentlemen." 

Now, gentlemen, all I will say to you on that point is that I speak 
as I would like to be spoken to myself. If I were in your position 
and you were in mine I should thank you if you came to me and told 
me the truth about this matter, if you knew it. Now, let me say, 
speaking with all the sincerit}' that fairness between man to man 
demands, that the working people of this country, from the extensive 
connection that I have haa with them, coming in the way that I have 
said, are not in favor of it, and if this thing is fought out before the 
American people I believe you will find that my judgment and my 
testimony about the matter are well founded. 

Now, let us turn to the other side of this question. I said to you the 
other day that the emplovers were opposed to this measure, and they are 
opposed to it, so far as 1 know, to a man. As far as my acquaintance 
goes among them, and it is very extensive, I find that thev are unani- 
mously opposed to it. They resent the interference with their liberty. 
In the second place, they insist that any such bungling arrangement 
as this interfering with their business will be destructive of their 
business, and they feel that their relations with their employees are 
not such as to warrant in any way the interference by the Government 
in their affairs. 

You have no doubt read the testimony given in former hearings. 
Let me say that that is only the expression of a universal sentiment, 
and I say to you, from the wide experience I have had among them, 
that the employers are opposed to this measure. 

But I know I am in the presence of lawyers here, and I know that 
they are curious to know what we want to say about this particular 
bill. 1 have no doubt it has occurred to a good many of you gentle- 
men that there might be some question as to the constitutionality of 
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this bill. Let me tell you, gentlemen, the rock on which this bill 
will split if it ever becomes a Taw. 

I have here a copy of the bill. You know this bill provides that 
every contract made in behalf of the United States Government or 
any Territory or the District of Columbia which involves the employ- 
ment of laborers or mechanics shall contain a provision that no laborer 
or mechanic doing any part of the work contemplated by the contract in 
the employ of the contractor or any subcontractor contracting for any 
part of safd work contemplated shall be required or permitted to work 
any more than eight hours in any one calendar day upon such work; 
and every such contract shall stipulate a penalty for each violation of 
such provision in such contract of $5 for each laborer or mechanic for 
every calendar day in which he shall be required or permitted to labor 
more than eight .hours upon such work, and it then provides that the 
officer who is to inspect the work shall report it to the proper officer, 
etc., and the one whose duty it is to approve the payment of the moneys 
under the contract shall withhold it. And then it provides that in 
case any contractor or subcontractor is aggrieved by the withholding 
of any penalty as provided, he shall have the right to appeal to the head 
of the Department making the contract, or in the case of a contract 
made by the District of Columbia, to the Commissioners thereof, who 
shall have power to review the action imposing the penalty, and from 
that final order whereby a contractor or subcontractor may be aggrieved 
by the imposition of the penalty provided, such contractor or subcon- 
tractor may appeal to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. Gilbert. Did you observe that language there "who shall 
have power to review the action imposing the penalty?" 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose the action should not impose a penalty ? 

Mr. Hughes. There is no necessity for review, then? 

Mr. Davenport. There would be no necessity for review. 

Mr. Gilbert. There seems to be no power of review except where 
the penalty has been imposed. 

Mr. Davenport. Now, I want to direct your attention as lawyers to 
this proposition. 

Suppose, for argument's sake, that the Cramps made a contract with 
the Bethlehem Steel Company as subcontractors, and we will suppose 
that the officer reported that the Bethlehem Steel Company's employees 
worked in defiance of the bill, and a report was made to the proper 
officer, and he withheld that money from the Cramps; that it went on 
up to the Court of Claims and they sustained it. Now, I will suppose 
that 1 represent the Bethlehem Steel Company and Judge McCammon 
represents the Cramps, and I come to him and I sa\% "I want the 
money that is due under the subcontract." u Well,'* he says, "you 
know the Government has withheld the money from me on account of 
your violation of this." (It may be that the Cramps to protect them- 
selves have attempted to ao the only thing they could do, put a stipu- 
lation in the contract that the Bethlehem Company should not do this 
thing; because you will observe that this bill relates only to the orig- 
inal contractor, the contract between the original contractor and tne 
Government; or, perhaps, he might have a bond to protect him.) 

He says the Government has withheld it. 1 sa}% "That is not true, 
my men did not work more than eight hours a day," or I may say, 
u iou knew that they were working and you waived that" — one of 
those things or the other. And I bring suit. I say, "Here, I want 
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the money," and I bring a suit against the Cramps in behalf of the 
Bethlehem people for the recovery of the contract price. What court 
will I bring it in? We are citizens of the same State. The jurisdic- 
tion of the Federal court does not extend, except to controversies 
between citizens of different States, except as they contain a question 
arising under the Constitution and laws of the United States. I bring 
this suit in the State court. Now, waiving the question of whether 
because of the fact that there was this snarl about it, the law would 
permit him to remove it into the United States circuit court for that 
district, I go to trial on that case. I go to trial and he sets up this 
claim* He says, " By virtue of the law of the United States bearing 
upon this subject, the officers of the United States Government have 
withheld from me certain moneys that were due me," and I am to 
oppose that as a defense. 1 say to him, "I do not admit anything of 
the kind." We aVe entitled to a trial by jury. The jury finds the 
issue in favor of the Bethlehem Company. The Bethlehem Company 
can recover from the Cramps the amount of the obligation. Now, you 
have in this bill, gentlemen, as it is provided, and according to the 
machinery here, something which is incapable of being practically car- 
ried out — something that will operate in this way, and only in this way — 
it will make the contractor liable to the Government, and at the same 
time leave him exposed to the loss of that which he had on account of 
the conduct, supposed misconduct, of the subcontractor. 

Mr. Hughes. Can not he put the same provision in his contract? 

Mr. Davenport. What good would that do if he put the provision 
in the contract? He says here, "I did not do it, I cud not break the 
contract." 

Mr. Hughes. The Government inspector does the work. 

Mr. Gilbert. Could he not bv intervening pleading — the plea of 
intervention, as they call it in the Federal court — bring you in and have 
the whole question "determined there, and you have your day in court 
upon the original adjustment of the proposition? 

Mr. Davenport. But that has been withheld, it has been gone 
through with by this machinery. We say nothing now about the con- 
fusion and distraction of the contractor from the fact that his money 
has been withheld; but when it comes to the end he comes into the 
court, a citizen of one State and a citizen of another, they have the 
right to have their question tried bj T jury. 

Mr. Gilbert. You claim that you would not be bound by any 
adjustment between the head of the Department and the original con- 
tractor, you not being a party to the original transaction ? 

Mr. Davenport. That is it exactly. 

Mr. Gilbert. You have not had your day in court and no oppor- 
tunity has* been given you to present the issues 

Mr. Davenport. You have hit it; and not only that, but you can 
not deprive a man of having his day in court and his matter being 
tried by a jury. 

Mr. GoebeI (reading): 

Any contractor or subcontractor aggrieved by the witholding of any penalty as 
hereinbefore provided shall have the right to appeal to the head of the department. 

Mr. Davenport. He has that privilege, but suppose he does not care 
to exercise it? 

Mr. Goebel. Of course, he might not want to exercise it. But I say, 
does not this bill provide this right? 
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Mr. Davenport. But the point I make is, and I think if you study 
it you will come to the same conclusion, that you are expecting that 
the operation of this bill will mean to settle the matter by the proceed- 
ing being taken up to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. Hughes. Is it not precisely the same as if an architect was 
empowered to withhold money until he signed a certificate? 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly. 

Mr. Hughes. There is no trouble about the contravention of the 
State law in a case of that kind; that is done every day, is it not? 

Mr. Davenport. I beg your pardon; a State law that "deprives a 
party of the right to resort to courts has been held over and over 
again to be unconstitutional. 

Mr. Hughes. But if they go into court on that contract— my expe- 
rience has been that a contract of that kind would be sustained — and 
until the architect certifies that certain things hatfe been done they 
will not be held to be done. 

Mr. Davenport. If it is a condition precedent to the right to recover 
that there shall be a certificate by a certain person, then, of course, 
the party is precluded by that. 

Mr. Gilbert. Here is Mr. Davenport's point [reading from bill, 
page 2, line 15]: 

In any such contract shall be directed to be withheld by the officer or person 
whose duty it shall be to approve the payment of the moneys due under sucn con- 
tract. 

Now, that officer whose duty it is to disburse the public funds will 
pass upon the question in an ex parte proceeding and dispose of the 
question as to the amount of penalties to be retained. Then when he 
comes to distribute that to the subcontractor he has not had his day 
in court. 

Mr. Goebel. But read on 

Any contractor or subcontractor aggrieved by the withholding of any penalty, as 
hereinbefore provided, shall have the right to appeal to the head of the department. 

Mr. Gilbert. But the grievance of the subcontractor is against the 
contractor and not against the disbursing officer. 

Mr. Goebel. Oh, well; but this includes also: " Whether the vio- 
lation of the provisions of such contract is by the contractor or any 
subcontractor." 

Mr. Davenport. That is, of course, as between the contractor and 
the Government. 

Mr. Goebel. Or any subcontractor. 

Mr. Davenport. As between the contractor and the Government 
as to the act of the subcontractor; but so far as the subcontractor is 
concerned this law does not make provision in regard to subcontractors. 

Mr. Gilbert. The question of penalties or no penalties is adjusted 
between the disbursing officer and the contractor. 

Mr. Davenport. And the provisions of this bill are limited only to 
the original contract; it does not undertake, and I take it it goes 
beyond belief that they meant to undertake 

Mr. Gilbert. That is a very just criticism upon that language there. 

Mr. Davenport. Just observe the language of the act. 

That every contract hereafter made to which the United States, any Territory, or 
the District of Columbia is a party, and every such contract made for or in behalf of 
the United States or any Territory or said District which may require or involve the 
employment of laborers or mechanics shall contain a provision. 
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In other words, you make the contractor put in his contract with the 
Government a certain provision by which he becomes a guarantor that 
the subcontractor shall not do these things. The subcontractor is not 
a party to the original contract and this law does not relate to this con- 
tract. It evidently contemplates, as the honorable committeeman from 
New Jersey suggests, that they will attempt to protect themselves by 
putting stipulations in the contract that they shall not do these things, 
and further that they shall not — well, that they will not do them. 

Mr. Hughes. That they shall not be paid until they shall have evi- 
dently done them ? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes. The original contractor is held up, and that . 
is the result. The subcontractor says, " As between me and my con- 
tractor, citizens of Pennsylvania or citizens of Connecticut, I say that 
I have lived up literally to the contract and I have performed all the 
stipulations — except certain stipulation which he himself waived." He 
says that and he comes into court. Now the decision of that fact rests 
with the jury. You can not shut the partv out from the right to trial 
by jury, or if you could bring it into the United States circuit court 
for the District vou can not shut him out, because the Constitution says 
that a man shall have a right to trial by jury when the amount involved 
is over $20. You must remember that the Court of Claims is a device 
gotten up by the Government in recognition of the principle that 
sovereignty will not permit itself to be sued in its own courts, and the 
Court of Claims is not a constitutional court; it is an administrative 
device to carry out and procure justice, but when you come down to 
these fundamental rights of the contractor and subcontractor the mat- 
ter has to be tried and settled in the constitutional courts of the country , 
and that is the whole point of it. 

If there was no other reason for defeating this measure, when you 
come to work it out in its practical operations, all you are doing is to 
put upon the contractor not only all the interference with his business, 
and also all the risks on account of this holding up of money, but you 
at the same time leave him exposed to be sued and judgment taken 
against him for the very thing for which the money has been withheld. 

The Acting Chairman. Blow long does the committee wish to sit? 
It is now after 12 o'clock. Mr. Gompers has to go to Porto Rico this 
afternoon and would like fifteen minutes. 

Mr. Davenport. Then I will not take up any more time. I am not 
% going to Porto Rico. 

Mr. Gompers. If I live I will come back. 

Mr. Davenport. I trust you will, and live long. But I was going 
to say that I have talked now until it has come to the hour of recess 

Mr. Goebel. I want to discuss that question further with you. 

Mr. Gilbert. What is the suggestion of the chairman? 

The Acting Chairman. I would like to inquire how long the com- 
mittee desires to sit. 

Mr. Gompers. I would not like to interrupt the train of thought of 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Hughes. I suggest that we continue until 1 o'clock. 

The Acting Chairman. How much longer do you desire? 

Mr. Davenport. Not very much longer; or, indeed, I am perfectly 
willing to stop now. 

The Acting Chairman. Are there any other gentlemen to be heard, 
or do you intend to occupy the balance of the time? 
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Mr. Davenport. I do not wish bdt a few minutes myself. 

Mr. Gompers. I have no desire to interrupt you. 

Mr. Davenport. That is all right; I am accustomed to be inter- 
rupted. 

The Acting Chairman. There is no necessity of us stopping now. 
I understood you were to have an hour and a half, Mr. Davenport, 
and you have only used up now an hour and a quarter. 

Mr. Hughes. To give vou your train of thought again, and gjet at 
something I am interested in, do you not think these remedies pointed 
out by the act are merely in aid or perhaps to enable him to recover 
more directly and easily; but, as I take it, that does not prevent him 
from going into any court which has jurisdiction in this matter? 

Mr. Davenport. The contractor can not sue the United States 
Government. 

Mr. Hughes. But he is expressly permitted here to go into the 
Court of Claims. 

Mr. Davenport. He has to take it as it is given to him by the officers 
of the Government. The device, as I said, of the Court of Claims is 
a provision by which the Government in its magnanimity grants to the 
contractor the opportunity of pressing his case and getting justice 
from the Government. 

Mr. Goebel. That is, on the violation of the contract. 

Mr. Davenport. Yes. 

Mr. Goebel. But you maintain that 

Mr. Davenport (interrupting). When you come to the subcon- 
tractor, the relation between the contractor and subcontractor, I say — 
returning to the line of thought that the honorable member from New 
Jersey suggests — the subcontractor and the contractor are not covered 
by this. I ou can not find it from beginning to end, manifestly for the 
reason that they know that it would be an entire invasion of the rights 
of the State for Congress to undertake to legislate as to contracts 
between individual members. You know that the material that the 
Bethlehem Steel Company is handling is its own. The Cramp Com- 

¥Miy is a citizen of Pennsylvania, for instance; it is an individual, 
hey enter into their deals between themselves, and the fact that the 
thing they are going to make is ultimately destined to go into a battle 
ship or something that is to become the property of the Government 
does not alter the case at all, and the United States Government would 
have no more right to undertake to legislate in a matter of that kind 
than it would have to legislate between yourself and myself in regard 
to that matter. 

Mr. Hughes. May I suggest something? 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly. 

Mr. Hughes. Suppose the United States Government were to hold 
up some money from a contractor on the ground that his subcontractor 
had violated the eight-hour law, and suppose the contractor, in turn, 
held up the money from his subcontractor, there is nothing in this 
bill to prevent the subcontractor going into court and suing the 
contractor? 

Mr. Davenport. That is what I say. 

Mr. Hughes. And the contractor has set up the question, the fact 
to be raised right there, as to whether or not the report of the inspector 
is correct 

Mr. Davenport. That would not be of any consequence. 
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Mr. Hughes. I mean to raise that question of facty whether or not 
there were men who worked more than eight hours a day. 

Mr. Davenport. Not only that, but you must remember the Gov- 
ernment is going to withhold it and has withheld it; there is a savage 
penalty if they do not, even if the contractor has waived it: but when 
you come into court, between the contractor and subcontractor as to 
whether he shall pay him his contract price or not, then comes up the 
question, "Have you lived up to your contract?" He says, "You 
worked so and so; you had men working there, and the Govern- 
ment official has said you had." Well, he may deny it, and then they 
will have that issue tried. Or he may say, " Yes, but you assented to 
it; you waived it." 

Mr. Hughes. If he waived it he would have to stand for it. 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; and so that is the point exactly, Mr. Hughes — 
you put the contractor between the upper and nether millstones. 

Mr. Hughes. Why should he waive it? It is against the spirit of 
the law. 

Mr. Davenport. He says he did not. 

Mr. Hughes. That question of fact can be tried in the State court. 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly; by the jury, and which qver way the 
jury finds it will go. 

Mr. Hughes. There is nothing in this law to prevent that. 

Mr. Davenport. There is not, no; and so vou expose the contractor 
to the double risk — you put him between tne upper and the nether 
millstones. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not quite catch your idea. 

Mr. Goebel. I do not quite get it, either; I do not quite see the 
distinction. 

Mr. Davenport. Now, let me see. 

Mr. Hughes. Go on; yes. 

Mr. Davenport. A contractor for a battle ship makes a contract 
with the Government by which he stipulates that no work done upon 
it by him or any of his subcontractors shall be done by any employees 
who work more than eight hours in any one calendar day upon that 
work. 

The Chairman. You say he stipulates; you mean that he enters into 
a contract under this law t 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; writes into the law that provision. 

Mr. Goebel. That neither the contractor or subcontractor 

Mr. Davenport. Will do this work; yes. 

Mr. Goebel. Now go on. 

Mr. Davenport. He becomes the guarantor that if any of his sub- 
contractors should violate that law the Government will withhold from 
him your forfeit; he stipulates that. The act does not undertake to 
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[r. Goebel. Does that differ from any other stipulation, that the 
contractor or subcontractor must do his work in a particular manner? 

Mr. Davenport. I say the contract contains that. Now, he turns 
around to make subcontracts. He can not build the ship himself, he 
has to get the armor of so and so and something else from somebody 
else, and now then he sees that he has to protect himself in some way 
from the acts of the subcontractor, because there is no penalty attached 
to him by direction of this act 

Mr. Goebel. I agree to that. 
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Mr. Davenpoht. So he resorts to the only device possible; he puts 
it into his contract 

Mr. Goebel. With the subcontractor? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, with the subcontractor; that none of this 
work shall be done by any person working more than eight hours a 
day; or perhaps he draws up a bond for that purpose, and then in the 
course of his operations the inspector up at the Bethlehem works 
goes up 

Mr. Hughes. To the Treasury Department, we will say. 

Mr. Davenport. The Treasury Department, yes; and he sees the 
work and reports the names of a thousand men. 

Mr. Gilbert. Now, the subcontractor violates his contract in that 
regard? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; he reports it. Now, we will follow this out. 
If a thing can be done, an ingenious gentleman can always tell how it 
can be done. This bill violates every condition of good statute making; 
but I am on this one thing now 

Mr. Goebel. Yes; keep on this now. 

Mr. Davenport. The inspector reports the names of John Smith 
and John Jones, and a thousand men up there that worked on this 
work at Bethlehem an hour longer than eight hours a day, and there 
is $5,000 for each day, maybe five days, $25,000. And it is reported 
to the disbursing officer of the Treasury, whoever he is — the proper 
officer — whose business it is to approve it. He, when it is presented 
to him, orders it withheld 

Mr. Gilbert. From the contract? 

Mr. Davenport. From the Cramps. The Cramps appeal to the 
head of the Department; the head or the Department says that this 
was so — that as far as he can ascertain this was true — and he approves 
of what was done. From that the Cramps appeal to the Court of 
Claims, and in the Court of Claims it is decided that it should be with- 
held. Now, then, by this act that is the end of it. A crowbar could 
not get that money out of the United States Treasury. It is utterly 
impossible. The door is locked and barred and bolted fast. 

Well, as I have said, then come the Bethlehem people up to Cramps 
and they say, " Here, we want that million dollars that you agreed to 
pay us for that armor or that other material." " Why," they say, 
" you worked so many days at such a cost to me; you can not have it." 

Thereupon, I say, in behalf of the Bethlehem people I bring suit 
against that. Now, what is the issue between them — what is the issue 
between the Bethlehem people and the Cramps? It may be one of 
several things. The Bethlehem people say, " I did not work over eight 
hours; that blatherskite up here representing some labor organization 
or something put up this job on me; it is not true." Or he may say, 
" Yes; it is true, but you waived that stipulation." And the Cramps 
say, u No; we never waived it; we never assented to any such thing 1 as 
that." Well, there is the issue between them. It is brought into 
court; it is tried. Whom is it tried by A By a jury ; to be decided by 
the evidence presented there. The fact that the United States Gov- 
ernment has withheld that money after going through these proceed- 
ings has no bearing at all upon the relation between the contractor and 
the subcontractor, and the judge charges the jury. Now, you have 
heard the testimony of Cramps on one side, and Schwab, or whoever 
it is, on the other, and it is tor you to say whether it is true or not 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 33 

that they did these things; or, if they did theni, whether or not the 
Cramps waived that stipulation, and according as the jury finds it goes. 

Now, suppose they render judgment in favor of the Bethlehem Com- 
pany. The Cramps have to pay it. They have to pay the contract 
price. At the same time the Government has withheld it, and you 
can notget it out of the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose in the nrst instance notice has been given by 
the contractors to the subcontractors and that all of their rights have 
been adjudicated and determined by that Government official at the 
outset? 

Mr. Hughes. The trouble is you can not do it. You can not take 
awav the right of the shipbuilding company to go into the courts. 

Mr. Gilbert. You can by the terms of the contract. 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; 1 was going to suggest that. 

Mr. Gilbert. By the terms of his contract he has stipulated that 
whatever determination is made between the contractor and the 
Government 

Mr. Hughes (interrupting). Shall bind this other fellow — yes. In 
other words, could not Cramp, having notice of this law, stipulate in 
his contract that the action of the Government, the action of this officer, 
should be binding upon his subcontractor? Could he not make that 
stipulation in his contract? 

iir. Davenport. Of course; any man could make any contract he 
has a mind to; but this I say, that it is impossible for me to contract 
with my friend here so that 1 shall not go into court, and when I go 
into court I can say that he has waived every one of them— every one 
of those stipulations. Upon reflection, gentlemen, you will recognize 
the principle that a man goes into court with one of these contracts, 
and the party said 4fc You agreed with me that you would be bound bv 
that decision." u Yes; but you waived it. You told me to go ahead, 
and I went on and I incurred this great expense — this great damage. 
1 would not have done it if you had not told me to do it." And as 
tetween us, it comes right square down to the question, What will the 
jury sav? 

Mr. Hughes. That is so in the case of every note or mortgage, is 
it not? 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly it is. You are plastering the poor con- 
tractor, you are whaling him in every way, and at the same time you- 
leave him open to this other condition. 

If this great moral question, if this great matter in the interest of 
civilization, this elevation of the workingman, by taking away from 
him the opportunity of work if he wants to, is going to be settled, for 
Heaven's sake do not settle it by any such abortion of a bill as this! 

I have in mind what the honorable chairman said about the time. 
There is much about this bill and many of these reports that have been 
made in regard to it that I wanted to call attention to. It seems there 
is a gentleman on the other side of the Capitol by the narne of McComas 
who reported this measure, and some of the remarks that he has made 
on it 1 wanted to call attention to as the very climax of absurdity. 

Mr. Spalding. Permit me to suggest something before you do that. 
Mr. Gardner suggested the other day — that is, he called your atten- 
tion to the language on page 3 — 

Nothing in this act shall apply to such materials or articles as may usually be 
bought in open market, whether made to conform to particular specifications or not, 
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or for the purchase of supplies by the Government, whether manufactured to con- 
form to particular specifications or not. 

The question was whether that leaves anything in the bill or not. 

Mr. Hughes. I would like to hear from you on that. 

Mr. Davenport. I was going to say, bearing in mind what the hon- 
orable chairman said the other day, something about this. He said he 
would like to have the opponents of this bill construe it. He did not 
turn to our friends upon the other side and say, "What is your con- 
struction of it," but " What do the opponents say?" And I have 
borne in mind always that my friend when he appears here always says 
that he is no lawver — that he is a horny-handed son of toil and is not 
able to construe it. So the lawyers are called upon to explain what 
that means. Well, my friend Judge McCammou over there represents 
the Cramps. 1 do not know whom I do represent, except everybody. 
1 have no doubt he has puzzled over this thing. I have puzzled "over it 
also. I say that nobody in the world can say what tnat bill means 
except the Supreme Court of the United States — to what it applies — 
and they only because they have got the last guess; and to ask us to 
say what the Supreme Court will say about it is to ask us to guess 
what the Supreme Court will guess it means. My opinion is — and I 
will make this prediction, as I am filled with the spirit of prophesying- 
about it — that the Supreme Court will sav that it does not apply "to a 
battle ship. I have no doubt that Mr. McCammon will say, "I would 
like to have you guarantee that." 

•Mr. Hughes. You mean it does not apply to the battle ships; you 
mean that a battle ship can be made without reference to this bill? 

Mr. Gilbert. It is an article that can be bought in the open market? 

Mr. Davenport. Not only that, but this: Do you gentlemen know 
the history of this thing; do you know the history of it as it has got- 
ten through the committee? I was amazed, and I adopted this plan 
of taking the original bill and putting in everything in red ink that has 
been added. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 think we have had a bill here showing the additions. 

Mr. Davenport. And the erasures. 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Davenport. The first thing that is expected is it shall not apply 
to contracts for transportation by land or water, or for the transmis- 
sion of intelligence, or for such materials or articles as may usually 
be bought in open market, whether made to conform to particular 
specifications or not. 

Mr. Hughes. Do vou think that is a battle ship? 

Mr. Davenport. Vou are getting pretty close to a battle ship, but 
the next is, "or for the purchase or supplies by the Government, 
whether manufactured to conform to particular specifications or not." 

Mr. Hughes. It looks to me like they are both battle ships; I do not 
know. 

Mr. Davenport. Now, just see. What is a supply? It is every- 
thing that is furnished, is it not* A contract to furnish a battle ship 
is a contract 

Mr. Hughes. It is a contract to supply the Government? 

Mr. Davenport. With a battle ship, yes; and if I mistake not, 
Judge McCammon, when I was up there with you when they awarded 
those bids, the proposition was, "We will furnish the Government 
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with a battle ship," of a certain size, certain dimensions, etc., for so 
much money. 

Mr. McCammon. Just one word, Mr. Chairman. You and members 
of the committee will recall the fact that in the British Parliament 
appropriation bills are called fc * supply bills;" and therefore in legis- 
lative parlance you would say that supplies cover all manner of 
appropriations for articles to be used by the Government. 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; but there is another thing* you can not for- 
get, gentlemen. 1 suppose even our Socialistic friends would admit 
that is in derogation of the right of the individual — that it is an act 
in derogation of it. Therefore, such a construction is put upon laws 
by the courts that they infringe as little as possible with sucn a prin- 
ciple. Therefore our distinguished judge in the Supreme Court, when 
he looks through this, will sajr: "What were they driving at here? 
They are excepting every possible form of article. It must be that 
thev had in mind only two things." And that is what I think. As I 
said, it will come to that. I think it will be held to apply only to the 
things that the act of 1892 apply to. 

Mr. Spalding. Onty our Socialistic friends do not admit that there 
are any rights except statutory rights, do they ? 

Mr. Davenport. No. Were it not that 1 want to hear, bef ore 1 
return to the land of steady habits, what my friend has to say, 1 would 
like to talk a little. about that. I know that a man can get his head 
addled on this as easy as can be. But, right here, What will the 
Supreme Court of the United States sav this bill relates to? 

There is on the statute books this bill: 

That the service and employment of all laborers and mechanics who are now, or 
who may hereafter be, employed by the Government of the United States, by the 
District of Columbia, or by any contractor or subcontractor, upon any of the public 
works of the United States or of the said District, is hereby limited and restricted to 
eight hours in any one calendar day, and it shall be unlawful for any officer of the 
United States Government or the District of Columbia, or any such contractor or 
subcontractor, whose duty it shall be to employ or direct or control the services of 
such laborers or mechanics; to require or permit any such laborer or mechanic to 
work more than eight hours in any calendar day, except in cases of extraordinary 
emergency. 

Now, when you take that law and you take this law together and 
you see what is excepted from it, this is what the court will say. 
They intended to add to this criminal penalty the further liability 
upon the part of the contractor and the subcontractor on these works, 
that class of work, a pecuniary penalty. Not satisfied with making 
the man responsible for his own acts if he intentionally violated it 
criminally, whether he be the contractor or subcontractor, their intent 
was to add to that a liability. That liability is the liability to pay, 
whether they have done it intentionally or not; and whether the sub- 
contractor has done it intentionally or not, they want to impose that 
liability upon that original contractor relating to that kind of work. 

Now, then, the question is, What does that relate to? Well, I say 
that I guess that it does not relate to building a battle ship, but if the 
Maine or any other ship was brought to Cramp's shipyard, and Cramp 
undertook the job to repair her, that would be work — because that is 
now the property of the Government— done upon a public work; it 
would apply to the building of light-houses and to the building of Fed- 
eral buildings. It would apply to contracts for dredging and all those 
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things, as I guess it would be interpreted. It relates only to what is 
now covered by the act of 1892, and adds to that that powerful further 
responsibility. Of course, there are a great many suggestions that could 
be made along that line. Now, there are objections to that construc- 
tion, but there are fewer objections to that construction than there are 
to any other. 

But 1 ask you, as men of common sense and as lawyers, Will you go 
before the Congress, will you go before the people of the United States, 
upon a bill which contradicts and contravenes every element of good 
be hounded for what they have done for this country, in the name of 
statute making? If you are going for the Cramps — if they deserve to 
labor and for the sake of labor— if they must be hounded, put them in; 
say that we want this to relate to battle ships and one thing and another, 
and do not leave it where no man can understand it. 

But there is more about this — but I remember, too, that I am cau- 
tioned about the time, and I remember that the hour is approaching 
when Mr. Gompers must sail. 

The Acting Chairman. You have three minutes more. 

Mr. Davenport. Did you ever read this report by Mr. McComas? 
I suppose Mr. Gompers is responsible for the Dill in its original form. 
He put in there this provision: 

Whether the violation of the provisions of such contract is by the contractor, his 
agents or employees, or any subcontractor, his agents or employees. 

Well, that provision shocked the gentleman over there, and he struck 
out the provision making them responsible for the agents and the 
employees, and I want to call your attention to what he says on that 
subject. He has some observations to make. 

(Mr. Davenport read from the report of Senator McComas, Fifty- 
seventh Congress, second session, on the eight-hour law bill, to accom- 
pany resolution 307, as follows:) 

It is a serious objection to the House bill that severe penalties are imposed for the 
acts and omissions of "employees and agents." Such acts and omissions maybe 
unknown to the principals, unauthorized, or forbidden by them. 

We take a case here. Mr. Cramp is securing himself against this 
thing by contract and by bonds [reading]: 

If the contractor or subcontractor directs such acts or omissions or ratifies them, 
then such are the acts of the contractor or subcontractor. If agents or employees 
habitually so act or omit, their knowledge will be imputed and the ratification of 
such acts or omissions be proven by such circumstances. 

These are, then, the willful acts of the contractor or subcontractor, and not of their 
agents or employees. It is the contractor or subcontractor who is to be made liable 
and for knowingly violating this law if it be enacted. 

Your committee have amended the bill to make these proper parties liable. As 
the bill reads, these parties would have been liable to pay a penalty for acts of agents 
or employees, even if the party mulcted had forbidden such act. This, of course, 
would have been invalid and unjust. As amended, the guilty contractors can not 
escape; the innocent can not suffer. 

Mr. Davenport (continuing). Think of it! You take out the pro- 
vision because of its injustice and because of its invalidity that makes 
him liable for the acts of his agents, whom he can discharge in a 
moment, and at the same time you retain in the bill the responsibility 
for the acts of the contractor over whom he has no control and against 
whose acts he has endeavored in ever}' way to protect himself. 

And yet such stuff is put in a report from the Senate committee. 
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There is lots more that could be said, but I thank you for listening 
to me this long. 

Mr. Caldwell. Allow me to a£k you one question. Would you 
desire this committee to send a committee or a subcommittee to the 
Baldwin Locomotive Works or to Cramps to investigate this sentiment 
among the emptoyees? 

Mr. Davenport. No; I do not think it would be a sensible thing to do, 
because it would take you forever. But I think if you do not believe 
what I say in regard to it, I think you are running the risk of making 
a mistake on a highly important fact. I do not know anybody that is 
more concerned in it than you gentlemen are. 

Mr. Hearst. Mr. Davenport, not as a lawyer, but as an employer, 
and referring back to your remarks about the necessity of liberty of 
action on the part of the employer, how do you think the eight-hour 
workday interferes with that* AH my people are employed under the 
eight-hour system 

Mr. Davenport. Voluntarily. 

Mr. Hearst. And it does not interfere. 

Mr. Davenport. You might employ a man eight hours or six hours 
or any other number, but my general statement is this: I do not care 
what form you take, whether j^ou attempt to do it by act of law or 
whether you attempt to do it by agreement, anything that weakens 
the control of the employer over'the work, which divides that relation, 
that fundamental relation, is bound, in the end, whether it is collective 
bargaining or whatever it is — somebody has to be bossed and somebody 
has to give the orders. Now, then, if it is important to you as an 
employer that you have, to properly conduct your business, to run it 
more than eight hours a daj r , for the law to step in and interfere is to 
strike a blow at that fundamental principle. 

Mr. Hearst. I run ray business twenty -four hours a day, but as to 
the individual workman! only employ him eight hours. 

Mr. Davenport. I consider you very fortunate if you are able to 
arrange your business in that way. The universal testimony, so far as 
I was able to gather it from employers, was the other way. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you find that it interferes with your control of 
your men '( 

Mr. Hearst. Not at all, nor does it interfere with any of the things 
suggested here; it does not interfere with my unrestrained action. I 
can conduct a newspaper and publish it ■- 

Mr. Davenport. But it is idle to dispute that if your business, the 
control over it, is interfered with either by associations or by law you 
are not free. 

Mr. Hughes. This is not an association; this is a law. 

Mr. Davenport. That is ten thousand times worse, because associ-, 
ations will go to pieces; but when you put the great engine of the 
United States Government in this thing 

Mr. Hughes. Just there, does not the great engine of the State of 
New York, or the great engine of the State of Connecticut step into 
everv manufacturing establishment and say these things you shall 
not do? 

Mr. Davenport. They certainly do, and properly, often. 

Mr. Hughes. It is just the test "whether this thing is proper or not. 

Mr. Davenport. And of course I do not deny the right of the State 
in the exercise of its police power to do a great many things, and I 
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think that many things they have done have been advisable, and a 
great many things they have done are inadvisable; but this talk.will 
go on indefinitely. 

I want to call the attention of the committee before I conclude to 
a sort of diary of points which I collected in talking with employers. 

The Acting Chairman. Let the stenographer have it, or you can 
put it in at some future hearing. 

STATEMENT OF MB. SAMUEL GOMPERS, PRESIDENT OF THE 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, at the outset I desire to thank you 
for the courtesy in giving me a few minutes to submit a few remarks 
in response to the statements and argument made by Mr. Davenport. 

It was not my good fortune to be able to be here when he opened 
his remarks, but I am advised that he read off a list of names of per- 
sons and organizations who are Socialists, and who are standing behind 
this bill, and that he, both by direct statement and by insinuation, 
endeavored to convey to the committee the notion tfiat the whole 
proposition is of a socialistic character and that the Socialists, whoever 
they are, are behind this bill trying to push it to a passage. 

It may not be uninteresting to saj% first, that for more than fifteen 
years the subject-matter of committing the American labor movement 
to socialism has been rejected and that at no time so overwhelmingly 
rejected as at the last meeting of the American Federation of Labor, 
held in Boston in November of last year. I might say, further, in 
refutation of the insinuation he made, that if the Socialists had their 
way they would not be pressing this bill; that the bill would not even 
be pressed to \ r our attention. 

Whether intentionally or otherwise, as a matter of fact it is such as 
Mr. Davenport who creates socialism. 

Mr. Davenport. I merely read the declaration of the principles of 
the several unions, taken from the Industrial Commission's report. 
But is it not true, Mr.-Gompers, that the action of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor last November was simply that they would not take 
this thing into politics and have a socialistic labor party, and that the 
doctrines that underlie the several organizations are not condemned 
by the American Federation of Labor in convention assembled? 

Mr. Gompers. The convention of the American Federation of Labor 
did not condemn the constitution of any organization, any more than 
it would condemn the absurdity of any individual. We do not think 
that we are called upon to do that. 

The several propositions aiming to commit the American Federation 
of Labor, politically or otherwise, were reported upon unfavorably and 
the unfavorable report was overwhelmingly adopted, despite the mis- 
representations of the manufacturers' associations and their representa- 
tives and the private employers' association and their attorneys. 

During the hearing last week, or the discussion as to setting the 
time for hearings, one of the honorable members of the committee 
took occasion to say that he had read the reports of the last few Con- 
gresses, and they were considerably made up of criminations and recrim- 
inations. I entirely agree with that criticism, but I submit that if we, 
as the representatives of organized labor, the advocates of this bill, 
are compelled to sit here and listen to our associates and our friends 
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and ourselves being referred to as blatherskites and advocates of crimes 
and disorders and violators of law we bave a right to resent it and to 
show how utterly audacious are the remarks, and how unfounded they 
are and how unrepresentative of the truth are the men who make them. 

Mr. Spalding. My remarks did not appty to you any more than they 
did to the others. 

Mr. Gompers. I understand that, sir; but not at one hearing before 
this committee or any other committee have these criminations begun on 
our part; we simply have had to meet them. But I presume that the 
ears of public men have become so attuned to abuse of labor men that 
they allow these abusive epithets and insinuations to go by unanswered. 
We propose to resent them whenever we hear them directly or indi- 
rectly, and no matter from whom they come. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 do not think that any member of the committee 
would have permitted that epithet to be applied to any of you gentle- 
men. Speaking for myself, 1 do not think it was intended for you; 
I think it was merely an illustrative remark. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Hughes, I want no immunity conceded to me 
that I will not insist upon for other honorable men connected with our 
movement. The last speaker a few moments ago referred to the blath- 
erskite, using the work as describing the typical man of the labor 
movement— the blatherskite of the moor union. He did not use the 
word as applying to any one particular person, but to a type, and indi- 
cated the idea that the men who speak in favor of labor are of that 

type. ' 

Mr. Hughes. I did not so understand him. 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, gentlemen, that is the fact. We hear these 
things so often, as I have said, that we pass them by; we do not pay 

Firticular attention to them. However, in the few minutes I have, if 
have your permission, 1 should like to address myself to a few points 
made by the gentleman who has just spoken, Mr. Davenport. 

He confuses the mixture of the organization of labor with crime; I 
do not believe that it is possible for him to disassociate the organized 
effort of wage earners for their material improvement from violence 
and crime and lawlessness, when as a matter of fact it is known to 
every student of sociology, every student of the labor movement, that 
wherever the organizations of labor are strongest that there the great 
est industrial peace obtains, 

Mr. Davenport insists that there can not be any fundamental change 
between the relations of employer and workmen, and that any attempt 
on that line will lose to the employer the control of the business in 
which he is engaged; that he can not successfully operate it. He cites 
the military arm of the Government in support of that statement, 
where there must be the general and the other officers under him, the 
various officers in command. Now let me say, in connection with this, 
that the whole philosophy upon which the first statement is founded 
is fallacious. So far as the second is in illustration of it, it only bears 
out the reverse of Mr. Davenport's contention. 

Mr. Davenport. Let me say 

Mr. Gompers. I did not interrupt you, in spite of your abuse; now 
I do not want to be interrupted in the course of a statement. 

All military authorities agree that, without any particular self-praise 
of our powers and prowess, there is no soldier equal on the face of 
the globe to the American soldier, and the reason of it is universally 
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attributed to the fact that the American soldier is a man and possesses 
individuality. If our friend Davenport's contention is right, if it is 
right now it would have been right twenty and thirty and fifty years 
ago, and we would not now have upon the statute books of the Federal 
Government, or upon any of our State statutes, or upon the statute 
books of Great Britain, the factory acts that have saved the children, 
that have saved the women, who before some of them were enacted 
were working in the mines, stripped to their waists, and doing the 
work that the mules now do there. 

The history of the labor legislation of the factory acts of Great 
Britain and our several States nas produced a number of Mr. Daven- 
ports by other names, alwa} r s interposing objections against any 
species of legislation of this character tending to lighten the burdens 
of those who toil. You must bear in mind that Mr. Davenport only 
incidentally opposes this bill, he is opposed to this entire series or 
species of legislation, any legislation that can have for its purpose the 
improvement or the protection of the weaker in the great grinding 
process of industry — any legislation of that sort, I saj T , meets with the 
opposition of the secretary of the private antiboycotting society. 

He asks, is it conceivable at all that labor would ask for the enact- 
ment of what he is pleased to term this tyrannical bill? He paints a 
picture of men who may want to work more, longer hours. Last 
week he called the attention of the committee to the fact that the bill 
would prohibit a man who was sick one day from working longer 
hours tne next day. If that is the purpose of the bill then I think it 
is a good thing. I do not believe it is a good thing for a man who is 
sick one dav to be compelled to work extra hours the next day, and if 
my friend Davenport was very ill one day 1 do not believe that for 
his own sake he ought to work more than eight hours the following 
day. 

But is this tyrannical to labor? How absuredl If I understand 
anything of the purport of language, tyrann\ r means burden, oppres- 
sion, the imposition of something which is offensive. A law that has 
for its purpose the provision that a man shall not be permitted to work 
more than eight hours a day relieves him from burdens and work — 
relieves him from long hours of work. How, by any conjuring, can 
that be construed to mean tyranny or burden? 

Mr. Davenport can not conceive why these men should want an eight- 
hour day, should want to limit their hours of labor. Why? asks he. 
Let me answer by saying because it means more leisure, more rest, 
more opportunity, as he sarcastically refers to our flowery language, 
for going to the parks, of having better homes, of reading books, of 
creating more desires. Certainly he will not deny this fact, that even 
if we have drawn upon our imagination in thinking that the men will 
go to the parks and improve their time if they had shorter hours, he 
can not claim that if they are compelled to work longer hours that 
that will allow them to go to the parks and improve their opportuni- 
ties. At least if their hours of labor are limited to eight hours a day 
it will give them the opportunity. 

A man is the creature of circumstance and opportunity, and if you 
take away from him the opportunity he can not go to the parks. And 
w r e know — not after the experience of a year or two, which our friend 
Davenport seems to regard as a very long time to get information on 
this subject, but as the result of the experience of our whole lifetime, 
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that is all — that the more leisure the workingmen have the more oppor- 
tunities they have, and the more they cultivate their minds and improve 
their education and the better citizens they become. The head manu- 
facturers, to whom he referred, having called in my sociological stu- 
dent for consultation in regard to the outrages which were committed 
against them, our friend, Mr. Davenport, atonce became interested in 
this subject, and he went forth, and m a year or two he visited thou- 
sands upon thousands of factories — all in a year, too. And after this 
wonderfully large experience he gives us the benefit of the facts he has 
gathered and bis conclusions, and, as I have said, all we have to set 
against that is our whole lifetime, that is all. 

So far as I am personally concerned — and I say it not with vanity, 
but with considerable pride — 1 gave twenty-six years of my life work- 
ing in a factory as an operative, as a wage-earner; not as an employer, 
not as a superintendent, not as a foreman, but as a wage-earner. Per- 
haps some might say that that was exactly the position that I should 
have occupied. I agree with them entirely. They may say that I 
had not the ability to aspire to anything or obtain anything better. 
That may be true. It may not be true. I can only say this: That 
when I was in the factory, and since then, in the past seventeen years, 
when 1 have given my entire time to the American labor movement, 
and helped in the direction of the American organized workers of our 
country, I have had no aspiration other than the one I now have; that 
is, to try and help my fellow-workers. I had no ambition to graduate 
from that class into any other. 1 did not aspire, when working in the 
factory, to graduate from that class, and I have no such aspiration now. 

Let me answer further as to why wa^e-earners desire shorter hours 
of labor: that it is because it is a universal law of industry that a 
reduction in the hours of labor always brings an increase in wages or 
an increase in the purchasing power of wages; that the men who work 
eight hours a day always receive higher pay than the men who work 
ten or twelve or fourteen hours a day; tnat among the men who 
work at wage labor, the longest hours a day are those that receive the 
lowest wages. This is true not only in one industry or two industries, 
it is a universal law from which there is absolutely no escape. When 
our friend has a little more experience he mav know these things. 

He says that he has been a constant friend of labor, and that he never 
was more a friend of labor than when he appears before this commit- 
tee and opposes the passage of this bill. All 1 can answer is that I 
think his last statement is true. Bearing out his statement, in my 
judgment, he never was more a friend of labor than he was this 
morning. 

May I say something in connection with this poor hat manufacturer 
against whom organized labor was doing this very unchristian act of 
boycotting? 

1 have been told that he has been boycotted. If I did not boycott 
him I would, if I had a chance. In the hatting trade 95 to 97 per cent 
of the manufacturers are in agreement with the hatters of the country. 
That is, they are in agreement as to wages and to hours and other con- 
ditions of employment. The case of the gentleman to whom I believe 
Mr. Davenport refers was a case in which it was not a question of 
simply unionizing the establishment. It was a question of this manu- 
facturer conforming to the scale of wages obtaining in the trade, and 
so that he would not have an unfair advantage with his competitors so 
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far as wages were concerned. This much abused hat manufacturer 
was a constant danger to the standard of life, not only of the hatters, 
but a constant danger to the stability of the trade and a fair opportu- 
nity for every manufacturer to be on an equality — an approximate 
eauality, at least, so far as wages were concerned. If there was any 
advantage in ingenuity, in purchasing, in sale, in manufacture, these 
were to oe the manufacturer's opportunities; but so far as wages were 
concerned we believe that there always ought to be a minimum living 
wage below which no employer should require his workmen to toil, 
and our friend in Dan bury, despite the fact that there are, I believe, 
some 85 manufacturers there 

Mr. Davenport. 1 think there are 190 manufacturers in this coun- 
try, and all but 12 of them have been bulldozed into what you call 
agreements with their men. I think there are only 3 that are standing 
up for the rights of the individuals in Danbury/of whom Mr. Loew 
is one.. " , 

Mr. Gompers. I say there are few who have not been " bulldozed " 
into agreements with the organized hatters, as my friend says. When 
there is unorganization, when there is no organization among the peo- 
ple in any given trade, you will find that the bulldozing, so-called, has 
gone on in the other side, and -the result of it has been that there is 
confusion in the trade, the greatest dissatisfaction among the employ- 
ers themselves, and the greatest misery and poverty among the large 
number of wage-earners employed in the industry, and that which 
our friend suggests is bulldozing is the constant effort on the part of 
the men who labor, and some who sympathize with labor a little more 
and in a little different way than my friend Mr. Davenport does, to 
help bring about a recognition that there must be a standard of life, a 
standard of living among the wage-earners in that trade, and below 
which no employer can drive his workmen, and the man who attempts 
it is going to meet the encounter that Mr. Loew had to meet — the 
encounter. I am told he has had to meet. But it is the first time I 
have ever heard an attorney for one of the employers admit that it is 
hurtful. They usually saj T that it is a good advertisement. 

Mr. Davenport. I quite agree with you that in that case it was very 
effective and very ruinous. 

Mr. Gompers. I assure you that I have no tears to shed. 

Mr. Davenport. I suppose not, because it is merely carrying out 
what you preach in your journal. 

Mr. Gompers. Yes; and what we propose to do. Mr. Davenport, 
of course, appears here as the representative of an antiboycott asso- 
ciation — a private institution, he said — and he went out as an organizer. 
He says that for good reasons he can not give the names of his clients. 
I can onty say that we do give our credentials: we tell you who we 
are, and what we are, ana whom we represent; by whom we are 
directed to come here, and to say that there are now 2,000,000 — per- 
haps a little more, but not less than that number — of organized men 
and women in the American Federation of Labor; there are perhaps 
a quarter of a million of organized workmen who are not embraced 
within the American Federation of Labor, such as the Brother- 
hoods of Railroad Employees, also the Bricklayers and Masons' 
International Union, who have the eight-hour day or even less hours 
in some instances, all of whom are in accord with the American 
Federation of Labor; that all of these are in favor of the eight-hour 
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day I will venture to say. The employees of Baldwin & Co. are to a 
considerable extent unorganized. I will venture to say that at a meet- 
ing at which my eloquent friend, Mr. Davenport, would address them 
in opposition to the eight-hour daj T and some representative of labor 
would address them in favor of the eight-hour day, that a secret ballot 
after the addresses were made would show a vote practically unanimous 
in favor of the eight-hour day. Of course, if asked questions by an 
employer who frowned down organization, or if asked the question by 
an attorney for a secret employers' society, the chances are that they 
may want to hold their jobs. 

Our friend suggests to you the unwisdom of any of you gentlemen 
at any time attempting to run for Congress in your districts upon a 
platform declaring for the eight-hour day. Well, I know of Con- 
gressmen who have committed that very offense, and they have come 
here. I know one thing, that a gentleman, I think, by the name of 
Hyde, appeared before this committee two years ago in opposition to 
the eight-nour bill, and he was a candidate for mayor, and when he 
came back the following week he reported to us that he was defeated 
for mayor because he opposed the bill. 1 am not making this asser- 
tion on my own authority; the gentleman made the statement here, 
and I think you will find it in the record. 

Mr. Davenport called attention to the legal objections and legal 
weaknesses, or the indefensible position, in which the contractor would 
be placed so. far as the Government on the one side and the sub- 
contractor on the other side are concerned. While the point is really 
a very good one, he must know that that very point that he raised is, 
as Mr. Groebel pointedly put it, applicable to all the materials and all 
the supplies of the Government; tnat if the contractor enters into a 
contract with the Federal Government for any specific object, or mate- 
rial, or article, and that contractor subcontracted it to another, the 
same legal question can be raised exactly. • The contractors for that 
reason nave not ceased to contract with the Federal Government. 
They have simply insured themselves undoubtedly in their contracts 
with subcontractors, stipulating, as has been suggested here, that the 
findings of the officers as provided by the bill, then in the law, shall 
govern as between the contractor and the subcontractor. Our friend 
has built up a great big straw man so he might knock him down. 

I can not argue this Dill, and I have no right to impose any further 
upon this committee, except to ask indulgence for a moment or two. 
I desire to say I have had considerable correspondence with the officers 
of the Federal Government, with the heads of Departments, in regard 
to the enforcement of the present eight-hour law. I find that it has 
not been enforced, and that there is a different rule and a different 
practice obtaining in various Departments under the same law. I had 
some correspondence with the Secretary of W T ar who has just retired, 
and, in regard to the violations of the eight-hour law in West Virginia, 
in the building of one of the dams there, or several of the dams tnere, 
he quotes me an opinion of the Judge- Advocate-General in which he 
says that the Department is not required to enforce the law; that if 
there is anyone having complaint to make it is his privilege to go to a 
district attorney for the Federal Government and to make complaint. 

The Acting Chairman. This work is being done by contractors? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, sir; notwithstanding the fact that the present 
law makes it an offense, a misdemeanor, for any of the officers or rep- 
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resentatives of the Federal Government to permit the violation of the 
eight-hour law. 

Mr. Hughes. It has been generally ignored since it was passed in 
1868, has it not? 

Mr. Gomper8. When the eight-hour resolution was first adopted by- 
Congress it was simply preparatory, and then the heads of Depart- 
ments reduced the wages of the employees whose hours of labor had 
been reduced. President Grant issued a proclamation directing* that 
there should be no reduction in wages by reason of the reduction in 
the hours of labor to eight. With the panic of 1873 there was again 
a laxity on the part of the officers of the Government in the enforce- 
ment of the law. 

I wish 1 had time, gentlemen, and that you had the time and the 
patience, so that I could give you the history of this bill. I might say 
that Mr. Davenport does me an honor; that J have no right to claim 
what he says — that 1 am the father of this bill — for I am not. The 
father of the original bill was the honored chairman of this com- 
mittee. He is absent this morning. Mr. Gardner, of New Jersev, is 
the one who drew the bill. He had a hearing before the Committee 
on Labor upon an amendment that we had prepared, and I think 
before the J if ty-fourth Congress we urged it. It was reported, and 
during an argument made by Mr. Gardner, or, rather, what appeared 
to him desultory remarks, he conveyed the thought to the committee 
and to Mr. Furuseth and myself that »he was with us, and that was 
just about the close of the Congress — very shortly before the close of 
that Congress. . At the subsequent Congress Mr. Gardner was made 
chairman of the Committee on Labor, and we gave whatever assist- 
ance we could to him, by consultation and otherwise, which improved 
certain provisions of the bill; but the central idea is his, and 1 want 
to pay tribute to what I regard, and what has been regarded bv men 
better qualified than myself to judge, one of the most important icleas — 
the central idea of the bill — that we have in any legislation in our 
countrv. 

I maj' say, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that Mr. O'Connell, the 
vice-president of the American federation of Labor, is here and 
expects to be here during the course of these hearings. He is presi- 
dent of the International Association of Machinists, and our legislative 
committee, Mr. Grimes and Mr. Nelson, will be here; Mr. Furuseth, 
Mr. Wood, and others. They will from time to time crave vour indul- 
gence to be heard in behalf of the bill in my absence. As far as lam 
concerned, I want to thank you for your courtesy. 

Mr. Caldwell. Before you take your seat, Mr. Gompers, I want 
to ask you the same question that I asked Mr. Davenport, whether you 
would be pleased to have this committee appoint a subcommittee to 
get the views of laboring men who are working by the day's work as 
to whether or not they are opposed to this bill. 

Mr. Gompers. I would say that I should favor that ordinarily. I 
believe that such an investigation would not be amiss; but not pend- 
ing this bill. This bill has been before the Congress for six years. 
The bill is in a modified form to-day; it does not go as far as I should 
like it to go by any means, but it is late now to make an investigation 
of that character, which would certainly carry over the thing for too 
long a period. Such an investigation can not be made unless it be 
comprehensive, to be typical, and to be satisfying. I wiH venture to 
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say that our friends can not bring 25 men of any class working at wage 
labor, men of ordinary intelligence and who have worked as wage- 
workers for ten or fifteen years, who will testify that they are not 
in favor of a reduction of hours for their daily toil to eight hours per 
day. 

Mr. Davenport. By force of law? 

Mr. Gompers. First, if they can, by agreement with their employ- 
ers; and where the Government of the United States enters into it as 
an employer or as a contractor, bv the force of law. 

Mr. Caldwell. In favor of this bill, in other words? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes. 

Mr. Caldwell. By my question I wanted to know whether you 
were apprehensive of the result of such a movement, simply as to 
whether vou apprehended as to what the reply of the laboring men 
would be? 

Mr. Gompers. No, sir; I say this, gentlemen: of course among 
the workingmen of the District of Columbia it would scarcely be a 
fair test, because there are so many Government employees here and 
so many who necessarily work but eight hours a day. 

Mr. Furuseth. May I make a suggestion ? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. Two years ago a test of that description was made 
in the Midvale Steel Company. 

Mr. Gompers. The Betnlehem Steel Company. 

Mr. Furuseth. Yes; the Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Mr. Gompers. I might say that two years ago I* was invited to 
deliver a lecture before the Lehigh University, which was a noonday 
lecture. The local labor men in Bethlehem arranged for a mass meet- 
ing to consider the question of the immigration laws, and knowing 
that I was to be there during the day sent a committee to ask me 
whether 1 would deliver an address to the meeting. I consented and 
delivered an address, and in the body of the hall a gentleman arose 
after the address and made remarks something like this: fct It has been 
asserted for us, the Bethlehem iron and steel workers, that we are 
not in favor of the eight-hour day. First let me say that there are 
quite a number of us who do work eight hours a day. and next, those 
who do not work eight hours want eight hours. Tnere are quite a 
number of men here who are employees of the Bethlehem works, and 
I offer this resolution as expressive of their and my sentiments." 

He offered a preamble and resolution favoring the bill under con- 
sideration, and they were unanimously passed, You will find that in 
the record 

Mr. McCammon. With an answer to the allegations set up by Mr. 
Gompers ? 

Mr. Gompers. Does Judge McCammon intend to state or insinuate 
that my remarks just now are not true? 

Mr. McCammon. I have no such idea, nor did I convey such an idea. 
I said the answer will be found there in the record. Always with a 
a chip on your shoulder; always want to precipitate a fight of some 
kind. t 

Mr. Gompers. No; 1 understand the Judge better than he thinks I 
1 do. I understand that there is a member of Congress who, no 
matter what other member of Congress may arise to make a speech, 
no matter bow impressive the occasion, will always get up for no other 
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purpose than to ask a question, in order to be in every speech that is 
printed. There are some men who will not miss the opportunity to 
say something to convey the opposite of what is conveyed when an 
argument is made, and when tnere is a question up and an assertion 
made, who will always attempt to show that the assertion is not true* 
If 1 had not asked the question of the Judge the record would simply 
have shown that my statement has been denied. 

Mr. McCammon." I did not say denied; I said answered. 

Mr. Gompers. The gentleman has again interrupted me for the 
same purpose to say that it was answered. I know what the state- 
ment is that the gentleman has in mind. It is a statement made bef ore 
this committee that a certain officer of the company had a stenographer 
present to take the names of those who were present. That was 
denied; that was answered. We could not disprove the answer and 
courteously accepted it as an answer to the statement that I made here 
to this committee. So far as the mass meeting of a large number of 
the Bethlehem Company's employees is concerned, that was not 
answered. Judge McCammon knows that it was not answered. 

The Chairman. Have you an vthing further to say ? 

Mr. Gompers. No, sir; I had already concluded when our friend, 
Mr. Caldwell, asked me the question, and necessarily I answered it. 

Thereupon, at 1.20 o'clock, the committee adjourned until Thursdav, 
February 18, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Thursday, February 18, 190£. 

The committee met at 11 o'clock, Hon. James P. Connor, acting 1 
chairman, presiding. 

The Acting Chairman. In the absence of the chairman of the com- 
mittee I think perhaps that we can proceed to hear the statements of 
the representatives of the manufacturers who are with us this morn- 
ing. Mr. DuBrul, we will hear you first. 

STATEMENT OF MS. E. F. DUBRUL, OF CINCINNATI, OHIO. 

Gentlemen, I am unfortunate in not having been able to get the 
witnesses that I expected here to-day, and if I may be permitted to 
reverse the usual order of things 1 will make my argument first and 
will produce my witnesses afterwards. 

A couple of the gentlemen I expected to be here are from Cleveland 
and they thought they had to attend the funeral of Senator Hanna 
there, and there were some from Cincinnati and some from Newark 
whom I anticipated would be here, and they seem to have the idea that 
Senator Hanna's funeral has interfered with the hearings before this 
committee and have not come on. 

I am representing here the National Metal Trades Association which 
is an organization of manufacturers engaged in the metal trades to the 
number of about 325. They emplov approximately, 1 should saw from 
50,000 to 60,000 employees. 

And, in addition to that, I am representing, having been delegated 
by a committee in Cincinnati which is called the joint legislative com- 
mittee of the manufacturing and commercial organizations of that city, 
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the Chamber of Commerce, Brewers' Exchange, Contracting Plasterers' 
Association, Manufacturers' Club, Master Stonecutters' Association, 
The Employers' Association, Cincinnati Metal Trades Association- 
Cincinnati Furniture Exchange, Cincinnati Master Plumbers' Associa, 
tion, Business Men's Club, Master Painters' Association, Contractors' 
Association, Electrical Contractors' Association,. Contracting Brick- 
layers' Association, Butchers' Club, Cincinnati Typothetse, Cincinnati 
Clothiers' Association, Cincinnati Boot and Shoe Manufacturers" Asso- 
ciation, the Master Cornice Makers' Association, and the Master Car- 
penters' Exchange. And besides these local organizations in Cincin- 
nati, through our National Metal Trades Association, we represent, I 
should say, from 500 to 800 more manufacturers in the metal trades 
who are affiliated with the local organizations, and these locals gen- 
erally leave matters of this sort to the national organization. 

The gentlemen that 1 represent are not here principally as opponeuts 
of the short-hour system in industry, whatever may be their views on 
that. While they are opposed to this bill, that is not their particular 
ground of opposition, i ou will notice from the names of the organi- 
zations 1 read off that we have a great manypeople represented in these 
organizations that are not manufacturers. .They are merchants in Cin- 
cinnati and there are a great many professional men and citizens of all 
classes of the community, except, perhaps, workingmen, and all of 
these organizations have been considering this bill and similar legislation 
for the past few months, and have been considering it very seriously. 
It is their judgment as expressed through their joint legislative com- 
mittee that their organizations should oppose the passage of this bill 
principally on the 'ground of the danger of such legislation — that is, 
as applying to classes other than employers — practically applying to 
enrployers who are not Government employers. 

We are opposed more to the legislation on short hours than we are 
to the short hours themselves. I suppose that everyone as a general 
proposition would like to have shorter hours of his own toil, the same 
as we would like to have a million dollars as a general proposition. We- 
do not question that, which has been brought forward by the advo- 
cates of the bill. We do not question it, in other words, as a general 
proposition. But during our experience we have found particular 
propositions where that is not applied and we do question the advisa- 
bility of attempting by Government interference or legislation to force 
a social movement that has come along to the point that it is, and espe- 
cially in the establishments of a great many of those contractors in the 
building trades, where they are running short hours — they are just as 
, much opposed to the short-hour legislation as the others are. 

They feel that this maj r simply be a step — another step — in the way 
of a flood of legislation of this sort, the end of which no man can 
foresee. The general feeling is that this bill interferes with the Gov- 
ernment contractor. Now, what limits that goes to I am not competent 
to speak upon; I am not a lawyer and am not competent to speak on 
the legal phases of this matter at all, but simplj r on the phases that 
occur to the business men with whom I have talked and who have 
talked about this sort of organization in their organizations and meet- 
ings; they feel that this goes to the point of interfering beyond what 
is reasonable with the right of the man to run his own business. 

We know that there is a great deal of strife and a great deal of con- 
tention going on to-day, and there has been for the last few years. 
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more than ever, in the industrial world, and perhaps nine out of ten 
of these troubles have been very largely about the question of the man- 
agement of the business in one phase or another, or as it may have 
appeared to one side or the other, and it is felt by these gentlemen 
that this trouble — this strife — will continue, and will increase more than 
ever as soon* as there, is any hope held out — as such legislation as this 
we think would hold it — the hope that the working men as a class are 
to be wards of the Government, and are to look to the Government to 
do things for them which they have been doing for themselves, and 
which society as a whole has upheld them in doing, in the way of 
shortening hours. 

1 believe that society on the whole is thoroughly in sympathy with 
the effort of labor, organized or unorganized, to better its condition, 
with due regard to the law and the rights of others. 

The economic struggle that goes on is a matter of economics. It is 
a matter of sociology, and that is not practically or principally a mat- 
ter of class — or, at least, it should not be made so — nor of legislation. 

We have heard a great deal in past years of the organization of 
labor, and within the last two or three years we have been hearing of 
other kinds of organization. We have been hearing of the organiza- 
tion of employers, such as we have in Cincinnati, the Employers' 
Association embracing approximately 3,500 members, I think it is 
now, and it is only a few months old. 

We have independent organizations on the part of the emploj T ees; 
we have organizations on the part of the public, taking shape mostlv 
to-day in smaller communities, but no doubt if the necessity demands 
it they will spread to larger cities; and they are comprised of all sorts 
of citizens, or all classes of citizens, and are generally called citizens' 
alliances. They are comprised of merchants and doctors and lawyers 
and real-estate men, and almost every class in the community. Those 
citizens' alliances include the ununionized or the deuu ionized workmen 
who have been bound into an organization because they felt that they 
needed it for some purpose or other, and the organizations are begin- 
ning to be felt. There is a great change coming over public senti- 
ment, and in every one of these organizations, many of whom I am 
in personal contact with, it is felt, and sometimes it is felt among 
ourselves, that this sort of legislation is dangerous, if nothing else. 

We feel that there should not be any quarrel with reasonable restric- 
tions on child labor, with reasonable restrictions on female labor, with 
reasonable sanitary restrictions as to the conditions of factories. I do 
not think that sensible men object to reasonable regulations of that 
sort. But it is a question as to how much and how far any country — 
not only our own, but any country — shall go in the way of limiting 
the activities of the daily male individual. 

Society through all its struggles for centuries has been working to 
remove the restrictions that were on the individual, and this bin, it 
seems to us, is beginning to put the pressure again on the adult male 
where it has been removed. 

I have read very carefully all the hearings that have been held before 
this committee in the last two sessions at least, and before the Senate 
committee, and I fail to tind on the part of the advocates of the bill 
anything in argument beyond the general argument of a shorter work- 
ing day being a good thing for the workingman. And this we think 
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is a social question and is not a question for legislation. In fact that 
argument is absolutely beside the question before this committee. 

Some industries are running short hours, we know. That is their 
privilege and they should be allowed to do it, and they should not be 
interfered with. If other industries are coming to short hours we* 
feel that they should come to it gradually and naturally by the social 
development that is going on. 

Now, coming to the practical phase of this bill — the point of view 
that the ordinary manufacturer would take — it is shown in the hear- 
ings held heretofore, it is shown by previous testimony on the part of 
men who have been taking Government contracts — and I have no 
doubt that the same sort of testimony will be brought, even wider 
and more of it, during the present hearings simply because more 
people are beginning to think and beginning to worry about this thing 
than did two or four or six years ago— the testimony all through 
shows that in the judgment of these men it would be absolutely 
impossible, for instance, to run a part of a plant on an eight-hour 
system and another part on a nine or ten hour system. 

That is easy to be seen. If it were to be attempted each of the eight- 
hour men would get as much wages for. eight hours' work as they for- 
merly did for nine or ten hours' work, and in such case create dissatis- 
faction with the wages on the part of the men working the longer 
hours; or else they would g;et less wages for the eight hours, and in 
such case create dissatisfaction on the part of that class of employees. 
That is a plain business proposition. There is no employer and no 
business man, no man of any kind with common sense, that would deny 
that such an attempt in a factory would cause endless confusion and 
endless trouble ana be provocative of endless dissention, leading up to 
strikes and their concomitant results and abuses. 

The advocates of the bill themselves admit that. Mr. Gompers and 
Mr. O'Connell, I read in the hearings, have admitted that in a number 
of places, and have said that was .to be anticipated. With that idea in 
mind, what would the Government contractor, supposing that every- 
thing came under the bill — I do not know what would come under and 
what would not, but some things would and some things would not — 
what will be the result? The testimony shows through the previous 
hearings that these men would refuse to take the Government work. 
And why? Because, in the first place, the Government work is only 
a small part; it is always a minority part of their work. I think the 
highest estimate that has appeared in the hearings that 1 have any 
knowledge of is 30 per cent. And in some cases it has run as low as 
2 per cent. 

That on the part of some people that in the aggregate are doing a 
great deal of work for the Government, but it is only from 2 to 30 
per cent of their total output. They certainly would not sacrifice the 
70 to 92 per cent of their business under the conditions that would be 
prescribed here, if they were applied to these businesses, in favor of 
the 2 to 30 per cent of Government work. The great part of the tes- 
timony, as I say, shows that these men would give up the Government 
work. On the other hand, if they did not give up the Government 
work, they would be practically compelled to confine their whole 
efforts to the Government work/due to the impossibilitv o^ running 
two systems of time. If they were to attempt to run the eight-hour 

b h 4 
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system while their competitors were running the nine and ten hour 
system, they would be put out of the competition on all private work 
on the question of cost. 

Some of the advocates of the bill have said that that is not a fact, that 
♦it has never been shown but what the industries running on the eight- 
hour system manage to compete, and so on. I beg to submit to this com- 
mittee this fact. To-day most of the businesses that are running on 
an eight-hour system are the building trades or such businesses that 
with a union label are catering to a certain class of trade, as clothing 
or shoes or hats or what not of that sort, and very largely catering to 
it under fear and under the pressure and the experience of the 603'- 
cott. The building trades are local. You can not move a building; it 
is built to stay; and if the cost of the building is excessive, what hap- 
pens if the owner go^s to sell the building and the land ? 

He simply does not get the price for his building, and he loses money 
on his building; in other words, the excessive value put in, the exces- 
sive cost put into the building, is taken off the value of the land when 
it comes to a sale. The other class of goods are practically, as 1 say, 
sold on the union label. There may be others that I do not know of, 
but that is the general observation that has come under my notice. 

Now, there are not any large industries— any of the mechanical 
industries — that are conducted widely on any eight-hour system. 

Mr. Vreeland. Steel plants* 

Mr. DuBrul. No> sir, there are not; they are mostly on ten-hour 
systems. Take machine shops. They are on a basis of nine to ten 
hours. Steel plants, blast furnaces, are on a twelve-hour basis, I 
believe. The businesses as they go to-day are regulated very much 
by the productivity of their machinery, and the productivity of the 
labor depends on the speed of the machine. Now, to illustrate that, 
in the machine shops a modern system of management is being intro- 
duced whereby records are taken, not of how long work used to take 
in the past but how long it ought to take to do certain work. In other 
words, we have a lathe, for instance. An expert lathe man takes a 
piece of work and he finds that there is so much material to be taken 
off. He finds that there is such and such operation to be done on that 
piece. The first thing is they have standardized the belt pull, not left 
it to the individual judgment, because that varies, but they take the 
best judgment they can get on how much pull that belt should have, 
and when the belt gets loose it is pulled up with a scale to that point 
and fastened there, and when it gets loose again it is pulled up again. 
That is one point. 

Then take the grinding of the tools — the actual work of the tools. 
Different men have different ideas as to grinding their tools in the 
machine shop, and they find by experience what steel, for instance — 
they standardize the quality and the brand of steel, and they find out 
what sort of tool gives the best results, and then they see to it that 
such a tool is used all over the shop. They are ground in a tool room 
by the most expert tool grinder that the company can get. Then the 
work comes to the lathe man, and he gets an instruction card which 
says to put the belt on such a cone, to chuck your vise in such a way — 
that means to get hold of it — and that ought to take you so long, giv- 
ing eveifcthe time it can be done in; that it ought to take so long; to 
use such a tool and run at such and such a speed and you will get such 
a result. In other words, it is getting down to a very definite, instruc- 
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tion for every minute operation. The result is to get the most effi- 
ciency out of the machine that is possible, and the man in a great 
majority of machine-shop operations is not engaged in hard physical 
labor, but in attention to the details of the operation. 

You can see that the result of that system of management is that 
with the reduction of the hours the production can not be increased 
beyond what has been specified. 

There is another concomitant to that system that I might mention 
in passing, that the workman that can get out the work — that is, high- 
pressure work — at the speed prescribed, and in the time prescribed on 
these instruction cards, receives from 30 to 85 per cent more pay than 
the workman who does not get it out. 

Mr. Gilbert. What would be the difficulty of having relays of 
laborers? A large employer here the other day said that the eight- 
hour system was in vogue with him throughout his business, and that 
they had relays. 

Mr. Dubrul. One difficulty would be that it would divide the 
responsibility very largely. *£ he machinery industries are trying to 
cut out night crews as much as possible. They do not want to divide 
the responsibility. 1 have seen it in my experience that a work put 
on a machine by the day man was finished up by the night man. It 
comes out wrong some way or other; there is a division of responsi- 
bility, and it becomes largely impracticable, and they do not like it. 
They onlv do it under very great pressure. 

Now, tne result of all this system of management is admitted, or 
rather the fact that the production can not be increased by the eight- 
hour system, is admitted by a resolution quoted before one of these 
hearings bjr Judge McCammon. That resolution is a resolution of 
the Federation of Labor. That resolution said in effect it was a mis- 
take to advocate the increased output as one of the arguments of the 
eight-hour system, that that would take away half of the benefit of the 
system as the Federation of Labor saw it. 

So they themselves admit that that would be a hardship. 

Now, the result would be that if a firm were confined to Government 
contracts it could hardly live. That is the testimony of all the people 
who have appeared here. The Government work being irregular, 
nobody knowing how much the Government is going to require except 
in a very general way, and there being no assurance of what is going 
to be given out, these firms would not know what to expect. 

And then there is another thing. A great deal or Government 
work is to-day taken at cost or less than cost for the sake of the rep- 
utation a firm expects to acquire by doing that Government work. I 
know, for instance, in the boiler business, when a boiler manufacturer 
gets a good boiler, or invents a good boiler, the first thing he wants to 
do is to get it into a Government battle ship, so he can say all over 
the country, "It is the test steamer in the world, the Government is 
using it in such and such a vessel," and it is worth the advertising to 
him to make a price to the Government for that boiler in which there 
is no direct return to him, but he expects to and does get it back from 
the mercantile trade later on as an argument for the efficiency of his 
boiler. 

Now, if the work were confined to a few government contractors 
what would you have* 

We would have the tendency to monopoly. We would have fewer 
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people competing and we would have an increase of the cost, and, 
practically, if not a decrease at least a maintenance of level on equality 
without any advance. 

We know that it is the competition of one with another that compels 
men to improve their products, that compels them by working every 
corner and using everv device and every means that occurs to them to 
reduce their cost and reduce their price. The minute we begin to 
contract that influence that minute we begin to introduce a monopo- 
listic element, and the introduction of the monopolistic element is not 
a good thing. I think we will all admit that. 

We would rather have the Government invite bids from all over 
and get it from all over, and get the best bids to be had without 
restriction at the cheapest price consistent with quality; we would 
rather have that, I say, as taxpayers, than to have the bidding con- 
fined to very few people and with the concomitant results, it may be, 
that there would oe no attempt on the part of these few to restrict 
themselves in competition or to introduce among themselves a monop- 
olistic element, but the natural cry would be that the Government is 
getting robbed, and that the Government ought to start shops of its 
own to produce this work. That is one of the things we are looking 
forward to in the future and one of the possible results of such legis- 
lation — this being a step in that direction. 

Now another argument. A thing that will certainly occur to the con- 
tractor under this bill is this: Supposing that he gives out some work, 
piecework, to his men. What is piecework? Piecework is a private 
contract between the employer and the individual employee, or it mav 
be collectively, to do certain work at a certain price. Does this bill 
interfere with piecework? Piecework contractors, pieceworkers, are 
very largely free to do as they will. I know a man, for instance, 
who is making certain material, who felt that his establishment ought 
to produce more goods and he made this sort of a contract with nis 
help: On certain work he thought that nine pieces would be a fair 
day's work and he put them on a task basis, practicallj r . He said, 
"We will consider nine pieces a day's work, and when you have got 
your nine pieces done you can go home." Did the men take short 
hours on that proposition? They are producing to-day 17 pieces, and 
they are staying right at work, and they are getting paid in propor- 
tion to the output, absolutely. 

They did not take that shorter hour which they could have taken 
without any injury with the same wages. He was satisfied, because 
at nine pieces a day he felt it was a fair price — the day's work. 

The result is that they have nearly doubled their wages and still 
continue to work the ten hours, when they might have as well gotten 
off at five. That is the fact; that has come within my experience. 

Now, that particular grade of work is very largely manual work. 
Some of it goes into Government work. It is very largely manual 
work, and very often a man wants to finish up a piece, and he can stay 
five or ten minutes or half an hour, perhaps, after the whistle blows 
for the factory to shut down. He is not interfered with in that privi- 
lege. He is peimitted to do that, but under this bill he would not be 
permitted to do that. 

Under those circumstances, supposing such goods came under this 
bill, which, as I say, I can not tell about, and I doubt whether any- 
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body can tell until the Supreme Court has decided it, whether those 
goods came under this bill. Would the employer be liable under the 
penalty provided here for allowing that man to go on over his eight 
hours? I suppose he would. Ana if that would not be a restriction 
of individual liberty of that man, to take one second from 480 minutes, 
whether it is one second or one hour or five hours, I am very much 
mistaken. I read it that the bill is obligatory that at the end of 480 
minutes that work shall stop, and that tne employer shall not require 
or permit a man working for him to go beyond the dead line of 480 
minutes under penalty of a crime. 

If this is so, it looks very much- to us like an extension through the 
power of contract, not by direct legislation, of course, but by an 
extension of the powers of government, that does not seem to be con- 
templated by American institutions. 

I was reaaing the other day in the life of Abraham Lincoln where 
one of his famous sayings was, where the white man governs himself 
he admitted that to be self-government, but where he governed him- 
self and another man he thought that was tyranny. 

And it seems to us in that same connection, that where the Govern- 
ment prescribes labor on its own goods that it is right, but where it 
prescribes labor on goods it may never own it begins to look like 
tyranny. 

For instance, to*day the Government is buying many goods on which 
there is no inspection at all until finallv delivered and accepted by the 
Government. They inspect them on delivery and either accept them 
or reject them. 

Now, supposing that such goods came under this bill; supposing 
that these goods were rejected; supposing that the contractor, accord- 
ing to his contract, had been running his eight hours, and so on; what 
has Congress done? It has prescribed the hours of labor on work 
that the Government may never own. And that is certainly an exten- 
sion which good policy would not seem to indicate as wise in Ameri- 
can practice. 

That might do in Russia, it might do in Turkey; but we do not 
think it is the proper sort of thing to bring into America. If it is, we 
might as well nave everything else; we might as well have the Gov- 
ernment say that a contractor must agree not to pay less than a certain 
amount; that the contractor must agree to pay a minimum wage; that 
the contractor must agree to a certain restriction on the number of 
apprentices that he has, or agree not to allow a handy man, for instance, 
to do a mechanic's work, or that he must- prevent a mechanic from 
running two machines, or any of the usual things that are supposed to 
be good for the workingmen, by the same token that the shorter day 
is supposed to be good. 

Another practical difficulty that will occur to the contractor is the 
indefiniteness of this bill. In all the hearings that I have read there 
has not been any man that could say what was included and what was 
left out of this bill. Now, is a man who would like to furnish goods 
to the Government going to put his neck in the noose blindly and take 
all these chances? 

Supposing, for instance, that a certain officer, in inviting bids for 
government goods, would say that these goods do not come under the 
bill. The bias are tendered accompanied by a bond for fulfillment. 
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In the meantime somebody else says, "Yes, they do come under the 
bill." When the contract is ready to sign, Mr. Contractor says, '" Here, 
you will have to sign this contract agreeing to run your plant under 
this bill." If you do not, is he to forfeit a bond, or is the Government 
to be delayed, and readvertise under the new conditions; or is the 
contractor to be compelled to enter into a contract that he did not 
contemplate 2 

Those may seem trivial objections, but those are the things that are 
going to occur to the business men of this country where they are 
asked to supply an^ goods under this bill, the way it is drawn. 

I have seen and interviewed no less than 25 or 30 in the past month, 
and, analyzing this bill as carefully as we could, they have all told me 
the same thing. It is going to throw difficulties in the way of Govern- 
ment work that this committee or any other committee can not appre- 
ciate, unless they can get right down into the business and ask the 
business men about it, and then I suppose the business men will tell 
them. 

Now, the reply to all that is that the Government contractor is like 
the poor — we always have them w r ith us. That is the only reply to that 
argument I have seen in the hearings. And I submit that we ought 
to take the word of the men who are themselves vitally interested 
rather than an airy statement on the part of the advocates of this bill, 
who are not operating businesses that are going to be affected. 

Of course, gentlemen say that their desires are limited only by what 
they can get in this bill, and as it is all guesswork, I do not think that 
any contractor, in furnishing goods to the Government, is going to 
take the chance of being caught up on a wrong guess; he will want to 
know where this thing is and where the line is to be drawn before he 
will make a tender to the Government. 

Now, this being inserted in the contract would cause endless litiga- 
tion. That matter, I believe, was gone into before your committee 
by Mr. Davenport last week, and, as I say, the legal side of it 1 am 
not competent to speak upon; but 1 know, as a business man, that the 
Government contractors are not going to attempt to follow contracts 
under conditions whereby they are liable to lose money through litiga- 
tion. 

Here is a practical question, referring to the question asked a while 
ago. We will take foundry practice. The molding is done in the 
morning and the early part of the afternoon, and the iron is put into 
the cupola with the coke and begins to be melted. One day a cupola 
will run easier and better than another day. The heat is taken off one 
day live, ten minutes, or half an hour earlier than another dav; and 
again, the next day, or perhaps two or three days afterwards, the 
atmosphere changes. 

There is some influence that foundry men have not got down to yet; 
some little things happen, no extraordinary emergency, nothing that 
would be considered as an extraordinary emergency, I take it under 
the clause here, but it is a usual thing in foundry practice, and it is 
governed by give and take, that the fouudiy runs a little over time, 
five minutes, ten minutes, or half an hour, and the heat is taken off. 
They do not run two crews. But it simply comes out in that way. 
What are we going to do? We can not get men to work for those 
five or ten minutes; we can not get another crew for that. It is not an 
extraordinary emergency, it is a matter of common every -day occur- 
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rence. Where do we come in on it? Suppose that happens in the 
foundry of some subcontractor. The contractor is not responsible for 
it; he does not know anything about it. Still his money is mulcted by 
the proper officer under the inspectors. 

I want to quote from one of the witnesses for the bill on that point. 
On page 126 of the hearings, I think it was the last Congress, a gentle- 
man named Ralph testified. I will read. Mr. Ralph was evidently a 
steel worker: 

Mr. McCammon. Within your knowledge, does any firm who have adopted the 
eight-hour day carry it out to the letter, and not permit men to work overtime? 

Mr. Ralph.* No, sir; I have worked thirty-six hours in the rolling mills. 

Mr. McCleary. In succession? 

Mr. Ralph. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCammon. And you were paid well for doing it? 

Mr. Ralph. Yes; fairly well. 

Mr. McCammon. At that time would you have liked to have been told that you 
could not work but eight hours? 

1 think this is very significant: 

Mr. Ralph. I will answer that question, and state that at that time I was anxious 
to work twelve hours a day. I will say that I worked forty-four hours, and have 
been paid for forty-four consecutive hours' labor in the rolling mills. When I speak 
about handling this machinery and the dexterity of it, there were only three men of 
us who were competent to manipulate that work,*and in the absence of one it neces- 
sitated one of the others working in his place; and we were so vain about the expert- 
ness with which we did that work, and so proud of our reputations, and there was 
so much rivalry about doing that work and accomplishing good results, that we. 
guarded our reputations very jealously, and if I wanted to get off, if I had to 
attend a funeral or something else that compelled me to get off, I would call upon 
the man who worked at night to relieve me at 12 o'clock, which he did. He would 
do that for me, and I would return it some other time. 

And so, if through illness or some other reason he had to be away, it devolved 
upon me to work extra. In addition to that I had charge of the machinery and 
making repairs. I learned the trade of machinist in connection with the steel busi- 
ness*, and when' I speak of this machinery — I used to supervise the operations of 
this machinery for repairs and so forth — we found that with a change of friction or 
with a change of gearing, and so forth, that there was an imperfection or misfit, 
necessitating the return of machinery to shop for alterations. We wanted to com- 
mence operations Monday morning, and we did everything possible so that the oper- 
ations might commence promptly Monday morning at regular hour, and I remained 
from Saturday morning until Monday night several times supervising such a job. 

That is not an extraordinary condition. There might be a crane man. 
Suppose they were trying to run two shifts. A crane man might be 
a few minutes late; that is not an extraordinary occurrence. Suppose 
they had a piece on the crane that required the supervision of the man 
in the cage all the time and the man in there simply waited a few 
minutes until he was relieved by another man, would that crane 
man come under this bill? Five dollars! 

You see the difficulties, how blind this thing is, and the limits that 
this thing may go. There is no telling where it might stop. It would 
stop wherever people chose to enforce it. You can not see, I think, 
as business men, the justice or the equity of holding a man responsible 
for the acts of somebody else and forfeiting his property for the acts 
of somebody else over whom he has no control; but that, I take it, is 
very much a legal question, and I will not discuss anj T legal question. 

liut we, as business men, can not see the equity or justice of that 
sort of thing; nor can we see the equity or justice of the excessive 
punishment of $5 a day for this 4r80-minute crime. Who has been 
injured by it? Has the Government been injured I Has the working- 
man himself been injured $5? If he has, he does not get the benefit 
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of the $5. So we can only say that the Government is injured. The 
Government is certainly not injured five dollar's worth if they get their 
work done a little bit sooner, and other people are not injured in the 
doing of it, and I submit that there has not been any testimony sub- 
mitted to the committee, and that there will not be any submitted to 
this committee or any other, showing present conditions of the industry 
so absolutely intolerable as to justify the Government's stepping into 
its contractor's shop and saying, " You shall not do this thing." 

Of course, the gentlemen on the other side say that these things are 
so, but I think it is up to them to prove it. And, regarding the taking 
away of property without recourse to courts, without a trial by jury, 
that is likewise a legal question I am not competent to answer. 

But here is one. Take the matter of the inspection. 1 notice in 
this bill it is recognized that there are going to be a whole lot of inspect- 
ors before this work gets done. On page 2, line 5, it says: 

" That any officer or person designated as inspector of the work to 
be performed under any such contract, or to aid in enforcing the ful- 
fillment thereof, shall, upon observation oi; investigation, himself 
report to the proper officer of the United States or of any Territory," 
and so on. 

Now, has every shop doing the Government work got to have an 
inspector there? The Government to-day is contracting for results. 
If you do not deliver your goods, according to specification, you do 
•not get your money; they are rejected, and they are thrown back on 
your hands. There is no inspector in a great many shops, and the 
inspection is made on delivery. Are we to nave a system of espionage 
all over the shops in this country that may be attempting to ao Gov- 
ernment work, a prying into affairs on the part of such inspectors; 
are we going to be sure that some of these inspectors are not going to 
be grafters and blackmailers? Just think of the opportunity a man 
has in a position like that, exercising arbitrary power, for the exercise 
of graft and blackmail. 

Suppose by some inadvertence a shop should run five minutes, one 
minute, even one second overtime. The inspector reports or threatens 
to report. Say that they have a thousand men. That will be $5,000. 
That is what they would have to pay. He might say, "I will settle 
for a couple of hundred of dollars.'" Is that an opportunity that 
some men would not use? Have we seen any of it* Have we not 
seen the corruption in municipal politics? Look at New York, and 
Mr. Parks, and others. Why ? Because they were placed in a position 
where their temptation was great. The giver is as much to be con- 
demned, 1 say, as the receiver of the bribe. They were placed in a 
position where the temptation to give and receive a bri be was verv strong. 

Now, then, are we to open the doors for a flood of such tilings as 
that? Why are the Governments of Turkey and Russia renowned 
for the corruption in their internal affairs? Because they present 
opportunities whereby the exercise of arbitrary power on the part of 
some underpaid official is so great that the temptation to bribery can 
not be resisted. And, on the other hand, where the exercise of that 
arbitrary power is in self-defense, those, perhaps, who give the bribes 
have to give up in order to save themselves greater loss. That is a 
serious matter, and it is a matter that should be carefully considered. 
That is a matter that was only touched on in any of the previous hear- 
ings, and that was, I think, by General Casey in his testimony. His 
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testimony was quoted, I think, somewhere to the effect that his engi- 
neer officers had neither the qualifications nor the time to act as 
inspectors of the time, and he said that the opportunities for bribery 
ana corruption would be very great, and he dia not approve of it for 
that reason. 

Now, the expense of those inspectors is going to be considerable. 
It is going to increase the cost of the operation of the Government to 
a considerable extent. I think the taxpayers of the country, the 
farmers and the merchants and the others, even although they do pay 
their taxes indirectly, ought to have a right to think about these things 
and to say, " If we are going to have something good for one class of 
the Government, let us nave it for all. Let us nave it for the farmer 
and the merchant.'" Why should we limit it on Government work to 
the laborer and the mechanic? Why not say that the employer should 
only work eight hours a day; why not say that ? Why not say that his 
firemen and his engineers and his designers and his draftsmen and men 
doing all sorts of work on Government work shall only work eight 
hours a day on that kind of work ? We recognize immediately that it 
is absurd; we recognize immediately that it would be an impossible 
restriction, and stillwe are going to try to do it for one class of people, 
and at the expense of the general community, without any question. 
But it is easy enough to make public jobs private snaps. 

The exemptions that are put in here. Another point on that same 
line. Why should there be any ? The exemptions are in there, not by 
the wish of the advocates of the bill, because they confess that they 
want this to go as far as possible; but the exemptions are in there 
because, for instance, the railroad exemption was proposed by the 
railroad organization themselves; they realized — and they were men of 
judgment and intelligence — they realized how absurd it was to attempt 
to appiy the provisions of this bill to the railroad transportation of 
the country, and so it was taken out from that business, and there 
have been other exemptions for the same reason. 

Now, the open-market question. That is another case that is going 
to come to the Government contractor: What is the open market ? We 
have, as I mentioned before, the same thing. Is a dredge an open- 
market commodity ? If a dredge is, why is not a battle ship — or is it? 
That is a matter for the Supreme Court. But in the meantime the 
chances are the Government will get no dredges for its work on the 
Panama Canal. It will not have a flood of Government contractors 
running in with propositions for furnishing hoisting engines, and 
derricks, and boats, and locomotives, because with the building of that 
canal we will own a railroad down there at Panama, and you will have 
to buy locomotives, and cars, and other things of that character. Are 
they open-market goods? We will have tu wait until the Supreme 
Court decides it, and in the meantime the Government perhaps waits 
for the Panama Canal, or anything else, and I do not know whether 
the Supreme Court will decide it by bunches or whether they will 
decide tor each individual article. If the latter, it is pretty hard to 
see where the end will be. 

Take the matter of boats. If a rowboat is an open market article, 
is a gasoline launch? And if a gasoline launch is, Is a steam launch? 
And it is pretty hard, I think, to draw the line. It is pretty hard to say 
where the line would be drawn by anyone. 

Now, oneof the things thatappeals to the men that are not Government 
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contractors, but who are opposed to this sort of legislation on general 
principles, is the coercion that is in this bill, the requiring or permit- 
ting clause. . You have no idea, gentlemen, how that has stirred up 
people — the requiring or permitting. As an example of that, I want 
to quote from Mr. Gompers himself. 

In the hearings before this committee in the last Congress this 
statement is found on page 229 of those hearings: 

Mr. McCleary. In regard to the attitude of the men for the eight-hour day, 
wherever you put it to the men who worked with their hands they were united. I 
can well understand that; but might it not be true that the men were for a general 
proposition, as we are all for a good thing; just as a farmer might like to work eight 
nours, and like to have a system under which he could; but yet would the farmer 
like to have a law passed which would forbid him to work longer? 

Now, might not this be true, that while the men who work in the factory 
would welcome the eight-hour day, on the theory that it would give you greater 
wages with greater efficiency, would the man welcome a law which would say to 
him "You shall not be allowed to work more than eight hours if you want to? " Did 
you ever put that side of it to him? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, sir; it occurred this way: I have the honor of belonging to the 
Cigar Maker8 , International Union of America. I worked at my trade twenty-six 
years and helped to the full limit of whatever ability I am possessed of to advocate 
a shorter workday among my fellow-craftsmen, who were and are pieceworkers. 

Prior to 1894 the members of my craft worked any hour the notion took possession 
of them. Now, the result of it was that they would work usually seven days in the 
week, taking off Monday afternoon and perhaps part of Tuesday — blue Monday and 
its continuation the following day. They would then work as soon as they could 
arise in the morning until any time at night. 

In 1894 a resolution was proposed at the convention of the Cigar Makers' Interna- 
tional Union to limit the hours of labor of the members of the organization to ten 
per day. That proposition was submitted to a referendum vote of the members and 
adopted, and ten hours after January, 1895, was the regular normal workday of the 
members of our craft. 

The convention met at the end of the year and resolved that on the 1st of January 
following the hours of labor should be nine ner day for the members, and that on 
the 1st of May, 1896, the hours of labor should be reduced to eight hours per day. 
The proposition was submitted to the members of the International Union and rati- 
fied by an overwhelming vote, and that law has been in force from that day to this, 
with a provision that any member who works more than eight hours in any one 
calendar day shall be fined 50 cents for each such violation. 

I am a member of the executive board of the Cigar Makers' Union, and fines are 
published in our official journal or referred to our members on that board, so that, 
of course, the violations of the law of the International Cigar Makers' Union in the 
year are well known. 

Now, what does that show? That shows just as the incident I 
quoted you before about the men who had the privilege of going home 
after thej' made nine pieces, and who still waited and made seventeen 
pieces; it shows the voluntary desire on the part of some cigar makers — 
enough of them, mind you, to compel the passage of a coercive fine — 
was not so strong but what they would work more than eight hours a 
day, and that they had to be coerced into limiting their efforts in that 
regard under the paternalistic plea that it is good for them, and that 
the great mass ought to know what is good for them better than they 
know themselves. 

Now, of course, it is not only the fine. A man might refuse to pay 
that fine and he might drop out of the Cigar Makers Union. But if 
the no-card-no- work sj^stem held out he could starve. And he had to 
pay the fine and he was coerced against his will under penalty of 
oecoming a scab and having to submit to all the insults and the contu- 
mely that "scabs" are subjected to. It is not only the fine that is 
back of that thing; I have seen enough of it to know. 
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To-day they want engrafted by this bill just such coercion, not on 
the part of a voluntary organization, which not for long any more will 
they be able to coerce their men, the people are beginning to under- 
stand, but on the part of the United States Government. If these 
men willingly and voluntarily submit to that, that is their privilege. 
I do not question their right to voluntarily submit to a regulation and 
voluntarily pay that fine; but I do question the right and the justice 
and the equity of the United States saying that sort of thing to a man. 

Now, these hearings, 1 think, are a good thing. They are beginning 
to get the people to understand a good many propositions that they did 
not understand before. We have seen that those who have been famil- 
iar with the movement that is going on all over, arousing many 
elements of the community on matters of legislation, in the way of 
intimidation, coercion, violence, and other questions that are to-day, 
I grant you, side issues of the labor question — side issues, but things 
that the American people are getting to understand thoroughly, and I 
have faith in their juagment that tney will see that those side issues 
are abolished, and that once we are on a plane of decency, a plane of 
law-abiding respect for the institutions of our country, a gooa many 
other things can be settled a good deal better than they can under the 
present conditions. 

As I say, these hearings do good in calling the attention of the 
people to those things, and I have no doubt but what this session of 
Congress will hear from more elements than it ever heard from before 
in relation to just such bills as this. They will hear from the citizens' 
alliances, the organizations that include every class of the community 
that does not resort to the method of the boycott or other class of 
intimidation. They will hear from the employers' associations and 
all the other organizations of manufacturers, and so on, which they 
have not heard from up to the present time, and all these things will 
show that men are interested — they are interested enough to come 
and present their views to this committee— what ever those views are. 
And it shows that the public will begin to think of those things. 

And I say to the gentlemen on the other side that whatever is good 
in their position will come out, and whatever is bad will be crushed 
out; and that they ought to expect as well that whatever is good on 
our side will come out, and that whatever is bad on our side shall be 
crushed out by the sober sense and good sober judgment of the great 
American people to whom we must all appeal. 

Now, in closing 

Mr. Caldwell. Before you close allow me to ask } r ou whether in 
your opinion this bill will increase the cost of goods to the Govern- 
ment; and, if so, to what extent? 

Mr. DuBrul. There is no question but that it will increase the cost 
very largely. It is pretty hard to say to what extent it will increase 
the cost, but I should say at a rough calculation that it would not be 
less than 10 per cent, supposing that only one hour a day were taken 
off of the industries affected. 

Mr. Goebel. Would not the tendency be rather to increase the 
price than not to bid at all if You urged a moment ago that the tend- 
ency would be not to take contracts. Would not the tendency rather 
be to take contracts, but at higher figures? 

Mr. DuBrul. No; the tendency on the part of the great mass of 
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contractors doing work at present would be not to take it. For 
instance, in Cincinnati we have certain manufacturers of brass goods. 
They are making a line of goods for the Navy. They are very par- 
ticular with that work. They do it largely as an advertisement, 
advertising that their goods are used by the Navy, and they are fur- 
nishing a particular grade of goods to the Navy which they do not 
furnish to the regular markets. t 

I do not know whether they would come in under this — that would 
have to be left to the decision of the courts — but I know under the cir- 
cumstances those people will not bid; they can not afford to take a 
chance. They are running their shop fifty-live hours a week, and these 
goods go alongside of the regular goods, and it would be impractica- 
ble for them to differentiate, and it would be impracticable for them 
to try to segregate those goods and to run one part of the shop eight 
hours a day and another part nine ar ten hours, as they are doing now. 
So these people, taking them as a type of the great mass of Govern- 
ment contractors to-day, would not bid. 

The result would be, I suppose, economicallv the Government would 
have to have goods, and the Government uncler those circumstances, 
I suppose, would have to pa}' enough to justify somebody to try to 
operate under this bill to furnish those goods. Now, if he tried he 
would have an immense plant lying idle a good part of the time, 
because there is verv little Government work in any line that is suf- 
ficient to keep a well-equipped plant running all the time. 

Mr. Caldwell. If, instead of this bill applying to Government 
work only, it were universal and applied to all work, would you be in 
favor of it or against it? 

Mr. DuBrul. That is a question that is not before the House, but 
I do not want to dodge it. 1 personally feel that this eight-hour move- 
ment is a social movement. Of course 1 am speaking of my own per- 
sonal opinion in regard to this now. 1 think the tendency of industry 
is to a gradual shortening of the hours of labor. I am free to grant 
our friends on the other side are largely influential in that. It brings 
men up to a realization, it gets men to thinking, and it brings out 
what is good, and, as far as the eight-hour business goes, I myself 
would like to work only two hours a day and get double the salary I 
am getting, and all that sort of thing; I would like to work just enough 
to keep myself comfortably busy without worrying about anything. 
We would all like to be in that happy situation. But can we be? 

1 do not believe it is really within the province of government to 
say that no citizen shall work more than eight hours a day under any 
circumstances — not under our present constitutional Government, as I 
read it, or under the present spirit of our institutions. 

I would like to say that it appears to me, from what conversations 
I have had with other men engaged in Government work, that the 
burdens laid on the Government contractors under this bill would, in 
the first place, tend to keep many a factory from taking such contracts, 
which would tend to deteriorate the quality and greatly increase the 
price of Government goods by limiting what contracts may be made 
under it to a few bidders. 

Mr. Caldwell. That answers my other question practically. 

Mr. DuBrcl. And we know that where the monopolistic tendency 
exists it is to the detriment of quality and to the advancement of price. 
Limiting the number of bidders to less than now would largely delay 
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and tie up Government work, and that would lead, perhaps, and very 
probably, to an extension of the cry that we already hear for Govern- 
ment factories. The equipment for an exclusively Government shop 
would mean the compelling to lie idle millions of dollars, for in scarcely 
any branch of business are the Government needs sufficient to keep in 
constant operation a thoroughly equipped factory and keep it running. 

Further, there is another element of cost that enters into Govern- 
ment work as distinguished from private work — that is, in Government 
factories as distinguished from private factories — and that is the cost 
of deterioration of plant, the cost of rent, and a proper return on the 
investment and buildings, the cost of supervision, maintenance, and 
repairs, taxes, insurance, and the thousand and one things that must 
be met out of the product on the part of the private manufacturers, 
but which the Government pays out of its regular appropriation and 
which they do not charge on the product. 

Now, I want to call tne attention of the committee to a number of 
questions that were asked the advocates of this bill by Mr. Payson 
before some of the previous committees. 

1 quote these questions from page 394 of the hearings on H. R. 6882. 
I do not know wnether that is a Senate hearing or a House hearing. 

Mr. Gilbert. That is probably a House hearing as it is H. R. 6882, 
you say. 

Mr. DuBrul (reading): 

Mr. Payson. I ought to say, in conclusion, that not knowing what course would be 
taken in the argument by the gentleman who is to conclude the hearing, Mr. Gom- 
pere, I have submitted to him a few questions to which I have asked his special 
attention, and have asked him to answer them before you 1 , so that his views upon a 
proper construction of this bill — his intentions in regard to it— may appear in the 
records of this committee. I volunteer the prediction that, although tne questions 
are simple, every one of them, directly to the effect of the second section of this bill, 
he will not answer any one of them; and whether he does or not 1 ask you, gentle- 
men of the committee, to look over them and answer them for yourselves when you 
shall come to consider this bill in executive session, with a view to your committee 
acting upon it. 

Is- it net your purpose by this bill to bring about the adoption of the eight-hour 
dav for all work in establishments partly doing contract w T ork for the Government, 
either as contractors or subcontractors? 

Assuming that large establish mente of a country, now doing large Government 
work in common with private work, could not and therefore would not undertake 
to carry on both lines of work on different hours as a day for each line, how, in your 
judgment, would the large work, like ships, armor, structural iron for public build- 
ings, etc., be carried on? 

Is it, in your judgment, desirable that large constructions, like public buildings, 
ships of war, wharves and docks, etc., should be done by the Government direct 
rather than by contract? Which system is preferable? 

Have you any idea, based on inquiry, as to which method would be the most 
economical to the Government, or do you think the Government could successfully 
compete with private establishments for its larger needs, like public buildings, ships, 
wharves, improvements of rivers and harbors, etc.? Take the proposed increase of 
the Navy, under the recommendations of the Secretary of the ^avy, i. e., three 
battle shine, 13,500 tons displacement, to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, 
$3,000,000 each, and three armored cruisers, 12,000 tons displacement, to cost, 
exclusive of armor and armaments, $4,000,000 each, should these be built by the 
Government direct, or by contract? 

m Has the Government a navy-yard which could build them as a business proposi- 
tion? What has been the experience of the Government in late years in shipbuilding 
at its navy-yards, if you know? What proportion of work in any large establishment 
that you know of is Government work? 

You have heard the reasons given to this committee by prominent manufacturers 
who contract for the Government work why the different systems of hours for a day's 
work, namely, ten hours as they work ana eight hours as by this bill, could not be 
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carried on in their shops. Do you concede this; or, if not, why do you say they 
could be? 

Would not this bill reach cooperative societies where their products were for use 
in contracts with the Government and with special reference thereto? Would not 
the principal contractor be liable for every breach of the law by all the subcontractors? 
Do you know approximately what proportion of the material used in larger structures 
contracted for by the Government is bought in the open market, and would not sub- 
contractors be as largely interested as the principal contractor under this bill? 

If I may volunteer, in conclusion, to suggest what I think your duty is, it is that 
this bill should be reported adversely. 

Question number one was answered by Mr. Gompers on page 403 
of those hearings. At least I take it that it was answered. It was in 
these words: 

We have been asked how far does this bill go. How far do you want it to go? If 
we are candid, and we desire to be, as to how far, we would answer until it reached 
every man, woman, and child who works in the United States. And I trust that 
statement will be broad enough and comprehensive enough to satisfy the opponents 
of the bill. 

To the second question I find no answer — about how the work should 
be carried on. 

I find an answer by one, Mr. Chance, who wanted the Government 
to do all the work itself. 

The fourth was not answered. 

The fifth was answered: 

When Congress resolved to build a battle ship in the navy-yard at Brooklyn. 

The answer to the sixth was: 

A very large appropriation to bring that navy-yard up to date. 

To the seventh, in regard to the cost of battle ships ? Mr. Payson sub- 
mitted statements himself, I think on the Cincinnati and some others 
built by the Cramps. I think we will get another answer in the pres- 
ent cruiser that is building in Brooklyn. From all accounts, from 
what I have heard, it is a very expensive luxury for the Government 
to be building its own cruisers or battle ships in the navv-yards. 

And to the ninth question Mr. Gompers and Mr. O'Connell both 
answer that they do not think an establishment could run under two 
systems of time. 

To the tenth, eleventh, and tv/elfth questions 1 have been unable 
to find any answers. If there have been any I would be glad to 
know it. 

Now, I just want to close by saying, or rather recalling to the com- 
mittee's mind, that we are not looking at this figured entirely from 
the point of view of the Government contractor. 

I nave attempted to bring out to you the difficulties which would 
naturally present themselves to such a contractor's mind before he 
enters into a contract. But through the organizations which have 
asked me to represent them here, as well as the contractors,we are look- 
ing at it from the point of view of the taxpayer who does not feel that 
the Government snould expend its activities in making such public 
work private snaps for the opportunity of a few people, either con- 
tractors or employees or both; and, principall}', from the standpoint 
of the citizen who does not feel that the Government should expend 
its activities, in the way of requiring or compelling an adult male indi- 
vidual who should have the power and who is, according to our law 
and institutions, supposed to be able to and has proved himself hj past 
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history to be able to take care of himself without a paternalistic care 
exercised over him, only in a few instances, the favoritism on the part 
of a very limited class of adult male individuals granted by the Gov- 
ernment through indirect contract as provided in this bill. 

1 should like to add a brief statement in reply to one of the questions 
put to me as to the result that would follow should manufacturers as a 
class decline to take Government contracts, leaving the work in the 
hands of a few who would monopolize it. 

The report has been made to Congress by the Secretary of the Navy 
that there are but three contractors who will undertake to meet the 
Government's specifications for armor for war ships, and that an under- 
standing exists between two of them whereby they bid the same price, 
while the third firm has not yet made any deliveries and its ability to 
do so is therefore untested. Now, how fias Congress met this situa- 
tion? By authorizing the Navy Department to ouild an armor-plate 
factory if unable to buy armor at "reasonable prices." I quote the 
pending naval appropriation bill. 

That the Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to procure by contract armor 
of the best quality for any or all vessels herein authorized, provided such contracts 
can he made at a price which in his judgment is reasonable and equitable; but in 
case he is unable to make contracts for armor under the above conditions, he is 
hereby authorized and directed to procure a site for and to erect thereon a factory 
for the manufacture of armor, and the sum of four million dollars is hereby appro- 
priated toward the erection of said factory. 

But this is not all. I am not advised that it has been charged by 
anybody that there is a combination among the shipyards of the coun- 
try; but nevertheless the House Committee on Naval Affairs, fearing 
tHat one might be made, has incorporated the following provision in 
the naval appropriation bill regarding the eight war ships authorized 
thereby: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy may build any or all of the vessels herein 
authorized in such navy-yards as he may designate, and shall build any of the ves- 
sels herein authorized in such navy-yards as he may designate, should it reasonably 
appear that the persons, firms, or corporations, or the agents thereof, bidding for the 
construction of any of said vessels have entered into any combination, agreement, or 
understanding the effect, object, or purpose of which is to deprive the Government 
of fair, open, and unrestricted competition in letting contracts for the construction of 
any of said vessels. 

In view of this proposed legislation it seems perfectly clear what 
would be done if this eight-hour bill should result in creating monop- 
olies in certain lines of Government work. Congress appears already 
to have answered the question. 

The Acting Chairman. There are people here to-day from a distance 
who wish to be heard. 

Mr. Gilbert. I have a delegation upstairs waiting for me, and I 
will not have the pleasure of listening to the other speakers, but will 
have to read what is said afterwards. 

Mr. Goebel. I suggest that we go on with the hearings. 

Mr. Vreeland. Those that can stay will probably do so, and those 
that can not will be able to read them afterwards, as they will be 
reported. 

The Acting Chairman. Then, without objection, we will continue 
for a while. 
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STATEMENT OF KB. FREDEICK H. LAETEE, OF NEWAEK, N. J. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am before you 
just for a brief time because the business that I represent and the 
organizations that have sent me here are not directly concerned in 
Government work either as contractors br subcontractors. 

I am here with my colleague, Mr. Howe, as the representative, one 
of the representatives, of the manufacturing jewelers of the city of 
Newark, N. J. I am also here by authority from the New York 
Jewelers' Association and Board of Trade. 

The first organization that I have mentioned is made up of employers 
of labor in the jewelry factories in the greatest jewelry center in the 
country. The second organization is the commercial end of the jew- 
elry business; it is composed of 425 of the leading manufacturers and 
wholesale dealers in the jewelry business. Now, as I have already 
said, we have no direct interest m the bearing of this bill, if in the 
judgment of the committee its results are to be confined entirely to 
those who take Government contracts, or in any way are interested in 
such work; but it is the judgment of myself and the gentlemen whom 
I represent that this bill is far-reaching, going beyond that, and there- 
fore I am here to represent this business in proof of that which has 
already been said by the gentleman from Cincinnati, that all branches 
of trade and industries are being stirred up by the proposition to 
enact such a law by the Government. 

We are quite sure that that which has already been stated before 
you, that it will be impossible to conduct any manufactory upon two 
bases of time, two sets of hours, is true. Therefore the whole thing 
by the operation of this bill will be reduced to an eigKt-hour day, and 
very quickly such influence will be brought to bear upon the business 
we represent that of course we will all have to come down to the eight- 
hour day if the Government proclaims this bill to be a law. 

Now, you can say that we are makers and dealers in luxuries, things 
that people do not require; but, nevertheless, we are employers of labor 
to produce these luxuries, and in appearing before you in opposition 
ana in protest to the enactment ot this bill we believe we appear as 
much in the interests of the employees as we do in our own interest. 
I think it likely we could secure an advanced price on our products, 
although you will all admit that the price of jewelry, when you attempt 
to buy any, seems quite high enough; but I think if we were reduced 
to a snorter labor day we could procure an increased price on the pro- 
duct we put forth. But that product would be very much diminished, 
and, consequently, the labor that is employed to produce it will be verv 
much curtailed, and in the end the workmen whom we represent will 
suffer. 

We also think that the application of this becoming general, which 
we believe it would, would bring to our industries of all kinds demo- 
ralization and discord and unhappiness, and by that means there will 
be a decided reduction in the employment of labor in all classes of 
industry, and finally reaching that that we represent, and ultimately 
. working to the harm of the workman, depriving him of work that he 
ought to have; because the commerce of the country in these products 
has been curtailed and reduced to the ability of the people to pay the 
exorbitant prices that the product will demand, being reduced, there 
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will be less business, less purchase of the goods, less employment, 
affecting not only the employer and his profit, but affecting the work- 
ingmen he employs. 

That, gentlemen, is .the whole that I have to say to you, because of 
the fact that we are not directly interested in the bill; but we see in it 
great possibility of injury and loss to the trade that we represent. 

STATEMENT OF MB. E. F. HARTSHOBN, OF NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I did not come here 
with the idea of saying anything. I am one of those unfortunate 
individuals who has been a worker, and have to confine my speeches 
to a small room with one or two auditors. 

But I can state that I am positively opposed to any bill that will 
restrict the liberty of any man unless he is a criminal. This bill will. 
It positively states that a man is a criminal if he works over eight 
hours a day. I have worked a good many hours over eight hours. I 
am compelled to do it now to keep the thousand men and boys busy. 
I do not do it every day because I could not stand it. 

When we were marching down in a section of the country that now 
is all one, I worked over eight hours a day carrying a musket; I worked 
over eight hours a day as a seaman before the mast for nearly five 
years. I have been employed in business as an employee and I know 
that side of the question. " I know what is right for them. I know 
what they should demand, and I know what they should not demand. 
For thirty-five years I have been employing labor, trying to select the 
best for the special duties to perform, and it is a hard job. Any man 
knows that knows either the workman or the employee that if you 
are hunting for a good man you will not find it so easy. * It is difficult 
either to perform a nice job or to be foreman or subforeman. All 
these facts we all know, the workmen as well as the employers. 

Most all the employers of the United States have been employees. 
They have learned and they have pushed themselves — not by grinding 
labor down, because labor should have its reward, and it will be a sorry 
day for this country when labor is reduced to the wage of many, or 
all, in fact, of the foreign countries. We want the labor to have a 
decent wage, so that they will be consumers of goods. We sell goods, 
but although our goods are very popular the limit of sales is small, 
because every mechanic can not buy our products — his wage is not 
sufficient — so that we can all agree on a comnion ground that the 
laborer is entitled to what is just, but he must not demand to control 
the business end of the line. That is an utter impossibility. 

Wherever they have done that, or attempted to do it, it has resulted 
in bloodshed, loss to the laborer, loss to the manufacturer, loss all 
around — a criminal action against the Government itself. As an Ameri- 
can, do not make it a crime. I say, I will ask as an American, do not 
make it a crime for a man to work over eight hours a day. 

STATEMENT OF MB. GEORGE R. HOWE, OF NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am here represent- 
ing the manufacturers of Newark, as my friend Mr. Larter, and I would 
like to say that I am here at the urgent and persistent request of the 
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gentlemen with whom we are both associated — as is he — because while 
not directly affected, as he has told you, we feel that this bill and all 
similar bills are absolutely wrong in principle and un-American. 

The business we represent in Newark is a sensitive plant; it is a 
luxury pure and simple; it is always the first business to reel a depres- 
sion and the last business to revive. Yet it is an important industry, 
and civilization everywhere is marked by luxury and its progresses 
marked by the development of luxury. 

In our business the class of men employed must be more than mechan- 
ics; the better men must be artisans, and even more than that — they 
must be artists; and the number of men that can be employed in the 
country is limited. Our business is fitful; it is not a uniform business 
that runs in a uniform way, and all the manufacturers of jewelry are 
tested severely perhaps six years out of any ten years to keep these 
fine mechanics regularly employed, from the fact that the great sale 
on our products is in three months of the year and we are obliged to 
manufacture for twelve months for the sale in the fall of the year — 
the holiday trade — when the large part of our product is placed. 

Mr. Goebel. What are your hours? 

Mr. Howe. Our hours are fifty-five a week, and they are that by 
the wish of more than two-thirds of the men employed, as expressed a 
little over a }ear ago, when the hours were shortened from sixty hours 
a week. The question was put to them whether they would have nine 
hours a day every day in the week or ten hours during the week and 
only five on Saturday, and b}' a more than two-thirds vote they decided 
that they would rather have this time off on Saturday, so as to give 
them opportunity to accomplish something in that half-day holiday 
rather than to have one hour off from their nours each day in the week, 
which they seemed to think would be useless. 

I was going to say that while we discourage overtime in the factory 
and do comparatively little of it 3 r ou can see that with the compara- 
tively few number of men doing the high-grade work, and owing to 
the fact that the work must be done when it is called for, that in the 
fall of the year the men must average, and do average, more hours 
than they average during the other months of the year. 

Any such bill as this, if passed, would interfere with the individual 
right, what we consider a God-given right, a constitutional right, to 
work when and where and how long he pleases. We believe the prin- 
ciple of this bill to be absolutely wrong. It seems to us that there is 
no possible way of settling this thing except by the law of supply and 
demand, and Having grown up in this business from the bottom, as I 
suppose nine-tenths of the employers of labor in our line have, we all 
understand it. Our men work under the most favorable conditions; 
they are not abused or injured in the slightest degree, and the hours 
are not overlong. 

Mr. Goebel. Do they do piecework? 

Mr. Howe. In some of the grades, in the medium-priced goods 
where they are doing the same thing over and over again, they work 
by piecework; they orefer to do it that way, and it is better "for the 
manufacturer. In all the finer grades 6f Jgoods I will answer no; 
because they can not arrange it to work by the piece in that line of 
work, in that special work. The taste of the American public is very 
particular and is increasing and demands special things and there can 
oe no duplicating there. All that is paid for by the hour. The price 
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that a man may be paid depends entirely on the ability the Almighty 
has given him and his artistic taste and ability to execute. 

I am much obliged, Mr. Chairman and gentleman. 

Mr. Caldwell. Outside the consideration of this bill, would you be 
opposed to fixing definite hours of daily labor by any bill or any num- 
ber of hours? 

Mr. Howe. Yes; very decidedly. I believe that all those things 
should be left, as has been stated by the gentleman from Cincinnati, to 
the adult male. I want my son to have the same opportunity to advance 
himself that I had, and very much the same necessity will be upon him. 
I do not want him limited by any extra rigid rule as to the length of 
time he shall labor. 

Mr. Schulties. What work that the Government is connected with 
is done by your business? 

Mr. Howe. None whatever. 

Mr. Schulties. I would like to ask one further question, if you 
please. Is it a matter of fact that jewelers who do this piecework or 
special work you have spoken of work by the hour anyhow ? 

Mr. Howe. Yes; all our force works by the hour. 

Mr. Schulties. And it would make no difference whether they 
worked eight hours or less, they would be paid by the hour anyhow ? 

Mr. Howe. They are paid by the hour anyhow, based on a fifty - 
five-hour week. 

Mr. Goebel. He stated all this. 

Mr. Howe. If the working hours are shortened they would expect 
more per hour undoubtedly. The working week now is fifty-five 
hours. So no man is compelled to work if he does not want to. 

Mr. Schulties. I think I have vour idea now. You think they 
would ask more per hour if they only worked eight hours ? 

Mr. Howe. Yes. 

Mr. Vreeland. Is it not a fact that when the hours were reduced 
to fifty-five per week they asked for more pay per hour? 

Mr. Howe. Yes, sir; they are receiving the same compensation 
now for fifty-five hours that they were receiving before for sixty 
hours. 

Mr. Schulties. That does not seem to bear out your theory 

Mr. Howe. We are paying the same. 

Mr. Schulties (continuing). Unless you mean that they asked for a 
greater rate per hour. 

Mr. Howe. Now, if the hours were reduced they would expect the 
same increase so as to make their net income per week the same. 

Just one thing more that this calls out, ana that is our success and 
the success of all manufacturers of luxuries depends on the general 
business success. The moment any disturbing influence comes in in 
the general business of the country we feel it instantly. Our business 
is a barometer of the business of the country, and we enter our strong- 
est protest against any interference with the legitimate and necessary 
lines of manufacture throughout the country. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Schulties, how much time do you want? 

Mr. Schulties. Mr. Chairman, I said originally that I only wanted 
one hour, but I have since written some letters, owing to some testi- 
mony that was given here by Mr. Davenoort, and I expect an answer from 
Chicago in a day or two. If that would be agreeable to the committee 
I would rather wait until I receive letters and statistics I have sent for, 
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which, in my judgment, are necessary in order to refute statements 
made by Mr. Davenport here the other day. 

The Acting Chairman. What does the committee say as to grant- 
ing Mr. Schulties an opportunity at some future time? In the absence 
of objection you can have a hearing at some future time. 

Mr. Caldwell. I had a request from the Manufacturers' Association, 
of Illinois, to be heard, and I sent word to the chairman of this com- 
mittee, who, unfortunately, is sick, and he sent word that they could 
be heard to-day. There are three to five of them, I think. I think 
they would like to be heard a week from to-day. 

Ihe Acting Chairman. That may be so understood. 

Mr. Hayden. Mr. Gardner told Mr. McCammon two weeks ago 
that two witnesses from the Carnegie Company might appear on the 
25th. That is next week. They can be heard at a later day if it is 
desired. 

Mr. Goebel. How many in your party? 

Mr. Caldwell. Three to five, I think they stated. 

Mr. Goebel. And who else is there to be heard? 

The Clerk. That is all for the 25th. 

Mr. Spalding. I believe Mr. DuBrul has some witnesses. 

The Acting Chairman. Will you have them hero? 

Mr. DuBrul. Yes; I anticipate having three or four next week. 
Thev are simply to prove statements I have already made. 

The Acting Chairman. They will be here next Thursday? 

Mr. DuBrul. Yes, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. What will we do with the request from 
Pittsburg? 

Mr. Hayden. I would like to notify them ahead of time to give 
them two or three days. 

Mr. Goebel. Would the week following be all right? 

Mr. Hayden. They can come at any time, except that they would 
like notice, that is all. 

The Acting Chairman. Then in the absence of objection it is under- 
stood that you will have an opportunity two weeks from to-day, Mr. 
Hayden. 

(Thereupon at 1 o'clock the committee adjourned until Thursday, 
February 25, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 



Washington, D. C, Thursday », Fehruai*y °25, 190b. 
The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. James P. Conner 
(acting chairman), in the chair. 

STATEMENT OF MR. W. B. C0WLES, OF CLEVELAND, OHIO. 

The proposed eight-hour bill, so called, brings up a very serious 

firoposition to me and to my company, which is the Long Arms System 
Company, of Cleveland, Ohio. My company manufactures ship ftttingf 
and systems of power-operated doors and hatches for ships. Its busi- 
ness is almost entirely contracting, and subcontracting on navy work, 
in connection with battle ships and armored cruisers. I think that it 
is typical of many companies engaged in similar business, although, 
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perhaps, mine is peculiar in being almost entirely engaged in 
Government work. 

The bill in question hits us right between the eyes. For the past year 
industrial conditions have been anything but pleasant. They have not 
been free from vexing and annoying — perplexing— problems; and just 
at this time when we have almost every other problem that a man- 
ufacturing concern can contend with, to have an eight-hour proposition 
injected into the situation is something wretchealy inopportune. In 
otner words, it is a wretchedly inopportune time to take up, to be forced 
to take up, a perplexing proposition of this kind, to the management, 
and the practical men who have to bring the capital and the labor 
together to make it profitable to both sides. My company is now run- 
ning on a ten-hour basis, with Saturday afternoons, summer and winter, 
off. We have to use, we must use, in the conduct of our business, a 
great deal of overtime, which I will take up later. The point is that 
we are running just now on the ten-hour basis. Under this bill we 
would be absolutely and arbitrarily prohibited from running any more 
than eight* hours. We can not run double shifts, our business does 
not warrant it. 

Our work is such that we can not put two men on a continuous 
operation on the same piece of work. The individual responsibility 
of the men prohibits that. A mfen in taking up a job of a piece of 
fitting of machine work must complete it, ana he completes it by the 
hundred, because we manufacture; we do not build. The earning 
capacity of our own plant, in which two-third?, three-quarters, of the 
capital is invested — a permanent investment tied up there, which can 
not be taken out — is subject to this bill. The earning capacity of that 
money put into that plant is confiscated to the extent of over 20 per 
cent — 25 per cent, if you put it on this new basis— absolutely confiscated. 
The labor cost entering into our manufacturing will be increased. 
The first and direct increase will be 25 per cent of the new basis. To 
figure the percentage on the old basis, it is 20 per cent, and on the new 
contracts it is 25 per cent. That is a double cut, increasing the cost 
of labor and decreasing the earning capacity of your plant and capital. 

I have been asked the question, u Could not you raise youi price on 
your manufactured goods to make up for the difference T' I answer 
"No; I could not." It is hard enough now, as it is, to maintain anv- 
where near reasonable and profitable prices for Government work, 
and the Government officials and the contractors under whom 1 am a 
subcontractor would oppose all kinds of conceivable obstructions to 
the raising of prices after they have been once fixed, as they are now. 
It would be a very tangling business proposition to go to work and 
raise prices on manufactured goods of our company; it would be next 
to impossible to do.it. The tendency is in all such manufactures to go 
down. A jump up! Everybody would raise their hands in horror. 
It is not a business proposition. You can not raise your prices to cover 
anv such tremendous reduction as I have mentioned. 

there is another very important point. I do not pretend to under- 
stand this bill. I have a good business knowledge, ana I can understand 
things fairly well, and I have read this bill, different forms of it, and 
as I understand the form now under consideration, 1 can not pretend 
to figure out what position it would put me in definitely. I only know 
this, that I would be up against chaos in my business. I do not know 
where I would stand, and I would not .know how to formulate a con- 
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tract on new work that would steer me clear of the rocks, with that 
bill imposed in my path, as manager and treasurer of my company. 
The imposition or penalties for overtime or overwork beyond the 
stipulated eight hours to the minute brines in every opportunity you 
could conceive of making a case against the manufacturer to hold up 
the payment of his bills. It is sometimes hard enough now, and vex- 
atious enough, and the consumption of time sometimes aggravating in 
the extreme, to await payments on Government work until every jot 
and tittle of the law is complied with. In that respect Government 
work varies vastly from merchant work. Here this bill proposes pen- 
alties and makes about every man jack in sight connected with that work 
virtually a spy to report overtime work, which makes the contractor 
subject to those penalties, and his payments are held up subject to the 
settlement of all of those points, and his payments may be held up for 
a year. I have got payments now held up over eight months — nine 
months. That increases the working capital that you have got to have 
to carry your business, and that brings on another big expense con- 
nected with this work. 

There is another point connected with that holding up of payment 
and inspectors of Government work. I will say right here that my 
experience with inspectors of naval work has been such as to make 
me believe that there are not any of them that I have ever come across 
that are dishonest. Many of them stand up so straight they fall over 
backward, but I have never come across one that I thougfit could be 
bribed, directly or indirectly. This bill, however, brings in an enor- 
mously increased temptation to an inspector if he is disposed to make 
trouble. It also throws down before the eyes of the typical trouble 
maker an opportunity to carry out his schemes without limit. It puts 
the manufacturer in the hands of every disgruntled man, either in or 
out of the shop, to watch and see that no man in that establishment 
works one minute over the limit of eight hours in the twenty-four, 
and if he does, they can pull the place right up and stop all payments 
until those penalties are adjusted. Ana the manufacturer, as I say, 
has no recourse except through a long process of law; and I, for one, 
am not in business to hunt for law suits. That is a chaotic state of 
affairs, and prohibits business and transactions and progress in manu- 
facturing business. 

There is another thing. My company uses a very large lot of steel 
castings in its business. Those castings are not made directlv by my 
company; they are subcontracted. Under the terms of this bill, as far 
as I can interpret the bill, those steel castings come under the eight- 
hour limit. Now, gentlemen, can you imagine an open-hearth furnace 
started and stopped arbitrarily by law; you might as well try to stop 
the limited express. When the furnace is started it has got to go to 
the end of its operation in order to turn out the metal. \ou can not 
stop it. And there are hundreds of things which delay the time of 
stopping it and delay the time of the termination of the operation, and 
you can no more stop a foundry, you can no more stop the operation 
of a cupola or an open-hearth, or any kind of a metal turnace when it 
it is under way, than you can stop the sun. You cannot stop it unless 
you lose your product in the furnace. 

I see an immense amount of chaos and confusion there in trying to 
change and limit these uncertain operations to eight hours in a foun- 
dry, and I say it with all respect; and I do not speak this as a man 
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who knows anything about the law at all — about legislation — but I do 
know about that practical part needed, and I say that no legislation 
under heaven can make an eight-hour day a practical thing in a foundry. 

Mr. Hughes. Or any fixed number of hours? 

Mr. Cowles. Or any hours. It is a matter of mechanical princi- 
ples — a heat process — and you are not through with that by law or 
anything but the conditions governing the chemical processes in that 
furnace. 

Mr. Goebel. What business do you represent? 

Mr. Cowles. The Long Arm Company, of Cleveland, Ohio, which 
manufactures ship fittings, and almost all our work is contracting, or 
snbcontracting on naval vessels. 

A Member. What chemical processes were you discussing? 

Mr. Cowles. Either in a cupola furnace, for gray iron, or open- 
hearth furnaces for steel castings, specifically referring to those two 
as directly hitting me. 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of your output would be affected 
by this bill? 

Mr. Cowles. I think 99 per cent at this time. Our output is for 
naval ships under a contract or subcontract, or both, with the Navy 
Department. 

Mr. Goebel. Would you not come under this provision of the bill: 
" No penalties shall be imposed for any violation of such provision in 
such contract due to any emergency, caused by fire, famine, or flood, 
by danger to life or to property, or by other extraordinary event or 
condition?" 

Mr. Cowles. That is a part of the interpretation of that bill which 
I can not undertake to say. I only know that it puts my mind in 
chaos, and my mind is one that is not accustomed to being put in chaos. 
I can not tell where I am under that bill. I only know that I am in 
the air. Frankly and honestly, however, I can not see that there is 
anything in the bill which exempts me, unless it is a war emergency, 
under wnich there is an order from the War Department or the Navy 
Department to hustle the work; otherwise 1 do not see but what I am 
there. 

Mr. O'Connell. Have you any idea how the eight-hour shipyards 
in England are operated? 

Mr. Cowles. I have a slight acquaintance, because shipbuilding has 
been my business all my life, and marine engineering. I do not know 
of a single concern in the world where the eight-hour limit of work 
holds good. 

There may be concerns that nominally work eight hours a day. but 
thev are not prohibited from overtime. They are not prohibited and 
limited to eight hours in twenty-four, and no more or no less — less 
does not count — no more, not a minute more. That is a cruel thing. 

Mr. 1 Connell. You do not think there are any eight-hour shops ? 

Mr. Cowles. Eight hours absolutely? No. 5?o, there could not 
be; because, gentlemen, I can not run my business if this bill passes. 
I have simply got to go out. I can not work Navy business because 
the eight-hour limit stops me. I have got to shift over entirely into 
mercantile business, ana there is not enough of it to keep me going, 
and I shall have to shift over into the bankruptcy court, and it is a 
life and death matter to me. That is the reason I am so earnest in this 
matter, and that is the reason I have come here to Washington to 
speak to you. 
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Mr. Caldwell. What number of men do yon employ ? 

Mr. Cowles. 230 to 240. Assuming that I should live and get to 
going on new contracts — which I could not do, because I would die 
before the new contracts should come in, this bill admittedly not 
applying to the present contracts — I have tried to find out by reading 
the bill where I would be and where I should draw the line between 
new and old contracts, and I fail to see how I could do it. Recollect 
this, that it is utterly impossible for me to work eight hours a day 
and ten hours a day in the same establishment. That can not be done; 
it is impossible — just as impossible as it is to run your furnaces on the 
same basis. You can not nave an eight and ten hour basis in the same 
place. I have either got to finish up my old contracts on the ten-hour 
basis and have a gap between the finishing of the old contracts and the 
taking on of the new ones — which gap itself would kill me in a busi- 
ness way— or I have got to take on the new ones and be permitted to 
work ten hours on the new ones until I finish up my old ones. Now, 
am 1 permitted to do that? I do not know. I thinK not. 

But it would take a mind more accomplished and able and all- 
including than mine to say where he was and how to draw that line 
between old contracts and new ones. Whenever any part of a -con- 
tract, any little particular material coming in, of processes going 
through the works, is delayed by any of the numerous delays which a 
manufacturer is heir to — transportation delays, fire in another estab- 
lishment, a strike in another establishment, mistakes or accidents in 
your own establishment or others — whenever such things delay a part, 
even a small part, of the total of your contracts, the only way in which 
you can catch up and avoid delaying the whole contract is to work 
overtime, with extra pressure on that part which is delayed; otherwise 
the speed of completing the whole contract is the speed of the slowest 
part. Manufacturers habitually use overtime to catch up with certain 
parts, otherwise the contracts would run into indefinite periods. By 
the bill proposed the overtime is absolutely prohibited, and you do not 
know wnen you are going to get clear of your contracts and when 
you are going to turn over that money and get at something new. 

Another point is this. I can not touch mercantile work under this 
bill unless Tgive up Government work, because I can not touch Gov- 
ernment work without being forced to use an eight-hour basis; and if 
I use the eight-hour basis I can not touch mercantile work because I 
would then be in competition in that mercantile work with those who 
use ten hours. That is plain. As I said, I am handicapped 20 to 25 
per cent on the labor, 20 per cent on the earning capacity of my plant, 
and of course I can not compete with my competitors who are not 
handicapped in that way in merchant work. I am cut out of merchant 
work. I mean I must make my election now at the time the bill 
passes as to which I will do. And there is not enough Govern- 
ment work for any manufacturer, the conditions are too fluctuating 
for any man to depend on Government work. Therefore, I must 
quit Government work and get the merchant work if I can. My 
company has some foreign work, it is just commencing to buifd up, 
under our foreign agencies. We can not be handicapped by this 
basis. That has got to be done on a different basis if this bill 
passes. I can not do a dollar's worth of foreign work. This result 
is that I am put on the anxious seat, and very severely on the anxious 
seat, until this proposition is settled one way or the other. 
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Mr. Du Brul. This gap you spoke of between old and new work 
under this bill, what would be the effect on the Government's naval 
work while that gap was going on in the matter of delays on the 
battle ships? 

Mr. Cowxes. A battle ship is a composite thing, as you all know; 
its completion depends upon the completion of the last detail. It can 
not go into service, can not go into commission, until its equipments 
are completed and installed on board, and the equipments, many of 
them such as I manufacture, are as important for the completion of 
it and as important for getting it under commission as the keel. You 
can not put your ship into commission without the water-tight doors, 
for instance;* and if I had a contract, as I have now on 15 ships, or 
something of that kind, for a lot of ship fittings and water-tight doors, 
electric-power doors, I can push those; they are not affected. But 
along come new appropriations and new ships, and they have to have 
these things. 

I can not commence on them until I get the others done, and there 
will be a gap of anywhere from eight to ten or fifteen months between 
the completion of some of my present contracts, the last ones of my 
present contracts, and the new contracts would come in, say, in three or 
four months from now, and I could not do any work on them until I 
had booked those contracts, say something like a year, and that would 
be just that much delay on the ships which these things apply to. 

lou say this is a commercial condition that can be overcome. That 
can not be. We live by dollars and cents, and when we can not put 
two dollars together and make two dollars and ten cents out of them 
instead of a dollar and a half we quit. If the conditions are put upon 
us so that we can not live, we die. 

Mr. Du Brul. In the matter of rejections which- sometimes occur on 
inspections, of course the Government has no interest in the goods that 
are rejected? 

Mr. Cowles. None whatever, except to see that they do not come in 
again. 

Mr. Du Brul. In case this bill were to apply to goods made under 
contract, then of course the Government would be specifying condi- 
tions in the contract to apply to goods that it might never own? 

Mr. Cowles. Our rejections would be increased in dead loss if we 
could not use them somewhere else; and we can not. They are special, 
so that they can not be used anywhere else, or very little of them, and 
they are scrap, and the loss in scrap has the same relative increase in 
dead loss that your contracts have. 

Mr. O'Connell. The same thing would apply to the private manu- 
facturer? 

Mr. Cowles. Yes, sir; but the point was as to the rejections from 
inspection. 

Mr. O'Connell. That would be the same on private contracts? 

Mr. Cowles. Yes; the same as it is now. Your rejections under 
private contracts cost you just what the other contracts cost, but the 
cost of all of it, I mean, is going to be increased. 

Mr. O'Connell. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. You 
state that with the enactment of this law the increase of 3'our foreign 
business would be stopped and you would have to manufacture abroad — 
in Great Britain, for instance. 

Mr. Cowles. Yes, sir. 



74 EIGHT HOURS FOB LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you mean to say that you can manufacture on 
the ten-hour basis in Great Britain? 

Mr. Cowles. It is not so much the ten-hour basis and eight-hour 
basis, though that is the big trouble. It has added to that the pro- 
hibition of any overtime, too. It is not conceded by any means by 
me that I could not use a ten-hour basis in Great Britain in my manu- 
facturing, because there are lots of concerns there using a ten-hour 
basis. 

Mr. O'Connell. My point was, you said that if you were compelled 
to go to the eight-hour basis here in this country you would be com- 
pelled to operate somewhere else, and you would then go to a country 
where you would be permitted to operate on the ten-hour basis. 

Mr. Cowles. The difference in manufacture here and abroad is not 
enough in favor of the United States, in ray specialty, to warrant me 
in working eight hours here in manufacturing where I could work ten 
hours abroad. Now, if you assume that I am to be handicapped and 
pestered and thwarted and throttled, the two things go together, and 
the relative advantage is the same as this. 

Mr. O'Connell. I infer you would go to Great Britain, where the 
hours of labor are less than they are in this country. 

Mr. Cowles. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Du Brul. In France and Germany and Belgium, perhaps as well 
as Great Britain, perhaps you could find what you wanted; and there 
are others. 

Mr. Cowles. Holland is open practically to manufacturers, and free 
to a much greater extent from restrictions of that kind. 

Mr. O'Connell. So is China. 

Mr. Cowles. We do not manufacture in China; that is a bridge we 
have yet to cross. . 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you pay your employees by the hour or by the 
day? 

Mr. Cowles. We pay no one by the day; they are all by the month 
or by the hour. We do not know what day wages mean. We pay a 
higher labor rate than our surrounding neighbors. 

Mr. Caldwell. I did not know but what by saying you gave the 
Saturday afternoon to your employees you meant you paid them for 
six days a week and gave them Saturday afternoon — that is, that you 
paid them at the rate of six full days and gave them Saturday after- 
noon? 

Mr. Cowles. We j)ay an hourly rate, which is based upon the cur- 
rent rate in that district, and a little more, in order to attract the best 
and most skilled workmen, such as we need in our business. 

Mr. Hughes. Where is your place? 

Mr. Cowles. Cleveland, Ohio. And we do not pay any fictitious 
time. We pay overtime. We do not pay for Saturday afternoon and 
make a present of it to our workmen. It comes in and evens up in the 
rate of pay. 

Mr. Caldwell. But fifty -five hours makes up a full week's work? 

Mr. Cowles. No, sir; it does not. Fifty -six hours is our regular 
time now. Sixty hours will be after March 1. All time over the 
sixty hours will oe overtime; but now all time over fifty-six hours is 
overtime. 

Mr. Hughes. You say it is fifty-six hours now, and the limit is 
going to be sixty hours after March 1. 

Mr. Cowles. Yes. 
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Mr. Hughes. So that the hours of labor are being increased to that 
extent? 

Mr. Cowles. In that special place and in that special instance they 
are, I think, quite to the satisfaction of the employees. 

Mr. O'Connell. You say sixty hours will be a week's work after 
March 1? 

Mr. Cowles. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. You establish that as the law, that that should be 
sixty hours? You make that law yourself? 

Mr. Cowles. That will be the shop time in my establishment after 
March 1. For two years and over, for nearly two and a half years, 
we have been working on the fifty-six hour basis, and we have found 
that it is not satisfactory to anybody. 

Mr. O'Connell. Suppose the men should say, " We say fifty-six 
hours shall be a week's work? " 

Mr. Cowles. They have that privilege. We do not force anybody 
to work in our shops. 

Mr. O'Connell. Suppose you disagree? 

Mr. Cowles. We agree the same as any business man does. 

Mr. O'Connell. Would your contracts with the Government then 
stand idle? 

Mr. Cowles. I think they would not stand idle. Of course if we 
had a strike they would, for a time. 

Mr. O'Connell. I am simply taking the fact that you say one con- 
dition of hours shall prevail, and the men might say that another con- 
dition of hours should prevail. 

Mr. Cowles. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. There might be a disagreement there? 

Mr. Cowles. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. You say if you are compelled to go on an eight- 
hour basis it would put you at a disadvantage with shops that are 
operating on a ten-hour basis. 

Mr. Cowles. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. That is true? 

Mr. Cowles. That is true. 

Mr. O'Connell. The fact that youaregoingon a sixty -hour basis now 
will give you an advantage over shops competing for Government or 
for other Vork that are operating on a fifty -six hour basis? 

Mr. Cowles. I find that the people in my neighborhood and in my 
business are not working fifty-six hours. They have been working 
sixty hours, my competitors have, right along. I can not stand it any 
longer. 

Mr. O'Connell. That does not answer the question. Will this sixty- 
hour basis give you an advantage over any shop that is working fifty- 
six hours? 

Mr. Cowles. It will increase the working capacity of my plant, 
and it will give the men a greater pay roll. 

Mr. O'Connell. Will it be an advantage to you? 

Mr. Cowles. It would, to some extent. Anything that decreases 
the actual cost of work, like the increase of earning capacity of a plant, 
that gives a person an advantage. 

Mr. O'Connell. Any eight-hour shop that is now in operation in 
this country is at that disadvantage in competing on government 
work with ten-hour shops, is it not? 
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Mr. Cowles. All other things being equal, they must certainly be so. 

Mr. O'Connell. They are practically shut out from that competi- 
tion by the fact that the other shops are operating on a ten-hour basis? 

Mr. Cowles. It stands to reason if you pay $1.20 or $1.25 for a 
certain amount of labor and another man pays only $1 for the same 
amount of labor, he has got the inside track on you in competition. 

Mr. O'Connell. Have you any idea as to how many hours a day 
should constitute a day's labor? 

Mr. Cowles. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. O'Connell. Have you any fixed number of hours in your mind 
that you think, if you could arbitrarily fix it, should constitute a dav's 
labor? 

Mr. Cowles. I have worked on both sides of this thing, worked at 
the bench, and learned my trade in the machine shop and shipyard. 
I know what it is on both sides, and as between the old twelve or 
fourteen hours and the ten-hour day, there is no question in my mind 
ten hours is the best thing. As between ten hours and nine and a 
half hours, the difference is so much, on the basis that you assume, 
that frankly and honestly I could not say. Between eight hours. and 
ten hours, I say that eight hours is loafing, and it is giving away the 
energy wrapped up in this country, and it is nonsense. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you not tnink that the same arguments were 
made when it was suggested to reduce the hours from fourteen to ten 
as are made now when it is proposed to reduce them to eight? 

Mr. Cowles. The proposition is absolutety different, because it is 
based absolutely and finally on the average human elastic limit, to 
speak in an engineering way, a testingway, as to the average man. 1 
am talking about manual labor now. xhe average man can stand with- 
out any detriment whatever his ten hours a daj r , whereas, as I recol- 
lect in my own case when I was an apprentice boy and worked overtime 
to pay for my board and so forth, when I worked fourteen hours I 
was not any good when I did it for six days in the week, whereas if I 
worked ten hours I could do it and give my employer a fair day's work 
for what he paid me. And if you are going to go and make it away 
below the limit, why not make it six hours? That is lots easier and 
nicer for the men. You could not do that. 

Mr. O'Connell. I don't know. 

Mr. Cowles. Now, it is a matter of judgment, a matter of the utiliza- 
tion of the powers in you, and if you are going to throw away a lot of 
it and throw it in the air like so much smoke, it is all right, if you 
like that sort of thing. I am not that kind of an American. I do not 
think it is any hardship whatever for a workingman to work ten hours 
a day. I speak as a workingman. 1 think all the rest of it is academic 
norisense. 

STATEMENT OF MB. H. M. COVELL, OF BROOKLYN, N. Y. 

Mr. Chairman, I am superintendent and manager of a manufacturing 
company of Brooklyn, N. Y., encaged in the manufacturing of elec- 
trical machinery and hoisting machinery of all kinds which goes 
on shipboard, which goes into sewers, and is used for dredging our 
harbors and rivers, and, in fact, to do every kind of hoisting work. 
About 20 per cent of our business is in Government work, and should 
this bill prevail we would simply have to stop doing Government 
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work, because it is absolutely impossible from a manufacturing, 
mechanical, practical standpoint, and it would be prohibitive for us to 
attempt to run our shop on a business basis in that way. 

A great part of our output is made up of stock articles. We abso- 
lutely could not conceive of the idea of working a part of our shop on 
an efght-hour basis and another part on the ten-nour basis, and we 
would have to either work on the eight-hour basis for Government 
work, or, on the other hand, on the nine-hour basis, 54 hours a week, 
as we are working. That is the entire matter as far as I understand. 
It simply means with us the stopping of Government work, and that 
condition must necessarily prevail in the 400 other concerns in the 
countrj- engaged in the same business, who are our competitors. If 
we should say that we would abandon all of the work and devote our 
energies entirely to Government work, it would mean a reduction in 
our force of 80 per cent of the men. We employ 800 men, and our 

Fiy roll is from $13,000 to $15,000 per week. That is our little story, 
am here to answer any questions that you may wish to ask me. 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of your output is taken by the 
Government? 

Mr. Gov ell. 1 should say that the minimum amount it would be 
safe to say is 20 per cent, perhaps 25 per cent, of Government work. 
This is now increasing, and we are in fact now moving our works 
to an adjacent town where we can build works with a capacity of 2,000 
or 3,000 men. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is your Government work made mostly on specifi- 
cations, or do you sell in the open market to the Government? 

Mr. Covell. It is made mostly on specifications. A large number 
of the commodity, the article itself, is made on specifications. 

Mr. Hughes. How would you feel about a bill that permitted you 
to work overtime on Government work — time and a half; would that 
help you? 

Mr. Covell. We do work now on time and a half. We have time 
and a half for overtime and double time for Sundays and holidays, 
and we have to work that way now on Government work. Repairs 
are necessary sometimes, and sometimes they want the work in a 
hurry. 

Mr. Hughes. That would suit you? 

Mr. Covell. On Government work? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Covell. No, sir; there is not enough of it. The remaining 
part of our output would stop. We must either devote ourselves to 
Government work or do no Government work. 

Mr. Hughes. But what I am trying to get at is — and I do not know 
whether I make it clear — if you had a piece of Government work to 
do you would ordinarily put six men on it to work it up, and if you 
would put eight men on it you would do it in eight hours, and if by 
any mischance you happened to run over the eight hours take over- 
time. 

Mr. Covell. That would not suit me at all. I do not want to be 
too technical, but you take one of these steel hoisting engines, such as 
they have here on Pennsylvania avenue now digging a sewer. That 
is engaged on Government work and is owned by the District of 
Columbia. Take the reciprocating parts, the cylinder points; we 
have probably numbers of those parts carried in stock, and we would 
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have to take the time to make those on the eight-hour basis. A man 
can not run his tools on a one-third speed, or drop one thing and run 
to another tool to start on another job. Shops are not run that way. 

Mr. Du Brul. You are running a foundry? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Du Brul. Is there any absolute limit possible, whether it is ten 
hours or sixteen hours or eight hours? 

Mr. Covell. It is absolutely impossible in a foundry. 

Mr. Hughes. Why is that? " First, I want to tell you that my father 
was an iron molder, and that he has worked under the eight-hour, 
the nine-hour, and the ten and twelve hour sj r stems; so that if you 
will explain to me why it is impossible to run a foundry on the eight- 
hour system I would like to have you do it. 

Mr. Covell. You are speaking of an eight-hour, 480-minutc, week. 
Suppose there comes a bad day, and your cupola drags, your iron 
does not come down, as they call it, and instead of getting through 
and pouring off by 4 o'clock in the afternoon, you can not get the iron, 
and you have to wait and pour off from three-quarters of an hour to 
three hours later. I have seen the foundry run four hours later. 

Mr. Hughes. That is only in case of an emergency ? 

Mr. Covell. It happens frequently. There may be a misjudginent 
on the part of the foreman as to the time necessary. We have the 
same thing in the forge. Take some large forging you are making — 
wheel plates, for instance — one minute overtime and you are fined. 
How can we do that? 

Mr. Hughes. You do not claim that you can not limit the actual 
casting process — that that is the only part of the work that can not be 
limited? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. You can start it any time you like? 

Mr. Covell. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. Unless some extraordinary emergency occurs, it can 
be finished? 

Mr. Covell. Yes. 

A Bystander. Would you see anything extraordinary in the hang- 
ing of a cupola? 

Mr. Covell. No, sir; it is an everyday affair. 

Mr. Hughes. You are working what time now? 

Mr. Covell. Fifty-four hours a week. 

Mr. Hughes. That must be stopped how often ? 

Mr. Covell. We stop three times a week, two days at 5 o'clock and 
one day at 12. 

Mr. Hughes. That answers my question. You do not seem to have 
any difficulty in stopping arbitrary hours now. 

Mr. Covell. The foundry is an exception to that. We do not pre- 
tend to make a full day's work in the foundry on Saturday. 

Mr. Hughes. When you begin to draw your iron — what is it you 
call it? 

Mr. Covell. The ' h pour-off?" 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; is there anything to prevent you from stopping 
an hour earlier? 

Mr. Covell. The completion of the mold to enable them to pour off. 

Mr. Hughes. But there is nothing to prevent you from having 
more men at work to complete the molding? 
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Mr. Covell. Yes, sir; there could be a greater number of men. Of 
course, we could complete it. 

Mr. Hughes. Taking the footboard of a locomotive, is that a 
casting? 

Mr. Covell. I am unable to answer that question, because we do 
not make footboards. 

Mr. Hughes. Or a driving wheel ? 

Mr. Covell. It is a casting; and nobody can tell whether it is 
going to take one, two, five, or one hundred hours to fix that casting. 

Mr. Hughes. To do the casting? 

Mr. Covell. Yes sir. You take a bedplate of an engine, you 
must ordinarily make that in five hours, but at the same time, most 
certainly, through some mishap they may have to work two hours 
overtime. 

Mr. Hughes. To get back to the drive wheel of the locomotive. 

Mr. Covell. Yes; that is the same case. 

Mr. Hughes. A man does in a day the actual molding work of 
more than one of those? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, I should say perhaps two in one day. I am not 
acquainted with the details of that. 

Mr. Hughes. Of course if one man could make two, two men could 
make three in a shorter time? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, and double your cost. 

Mr. Hughes. I am not speaking of that. 

Mr. Covell. Yes, but that is just the point. 

Mr. Hughes. Speak of that at some other time. 

Mr. Covell. That is always before my mind. 

Mr. Hughes. Suppose you try to get this proposition before your 
mind and try to give us tfiis information for our instruction. 

Mr. Covell. I will try to. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there any absolutely insuperable obstacle to your 
working an eight-hour day ? 

Mr. Covell. No, sir. I am only assuming that in case we have to, 
we can go ahead there, but I am assuming a limit absolutely to 480 
hours per week. It can not be done in any shop. 

Mr. Hughes. It can be limited to eight hours as well as to ten? 

Mr. Covell. It can not be limited to anything. 

Mr. Hughes. It can be limited to eight hours as well as it can be 
limited to ten hours, can i£ not? 

Mr. Covell. It can not be limited to eight hours or six hours or any- 
thing. 

Mr. Hughes. That is what I am getting at. 

Mr. Covell. Certainly. 

Mr. Hughes. You have to have a larger space and a larger force, 
and so forth, to do the same amount of work in eight hours that you 
have been doing in ten hours? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, but you can not limit it to eight hours, or to any 
specified number of hours — eight hours, or ten hours, or twelve hours, 
lou have to have time to overcome obstacles and troubles which arise 
in everybody's business — I know they do in my own. 

Mr. Hughes. When the time comes to cast, all molding work stops? 

Mr. Covell. No, sir, not necessarily; plenty of work goes on cast- 
ing, or until they get their work ready to cast. 
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Mr. Hughes. Do they hold up a cast for a man who is very far 
behind? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir; I have seen the blower shut off. That does 
not happen very often, of course; but I have seen it done. They begin 
to cast in any foundry in the early part of the day when the head men 
are closing their molds. 

Mr. Hughes. There is nothing to prevent any piece of work being 
carried over until the next day ? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir. Of course, I do not mean to say that all 
molds are made in one day or in one week. 

Mr. Hughes. That is what I understood. Of course, I do not know 
as much about that as you do. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Do you keep any hoisting machines in stock? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Is it not possible that the Government could pur- 
chase them in the open market? 

Mr. Covell. No, sir; I only know that all hoisting purchases made 
by the Government are made through specifications. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Of course, you know this bill provides that it shall 
not apply to any purchases of supplies in the open market, so that if 
the Government should want a hoisting machine, and it was in your 
shop, they could purchase it, no matter whether made under the eight- 
hour system or not? 

Mr. Covell. We have never sold a hoisting machine that was not 
advertised for and bid on according to printed specifications. It is 
not like a keg of nails or anything of that sort. It is not a stock 
article in that respect. 

Mr. Du Brul. Just one point about this foundry question. Sup- 
pose your wind was shut off of the cupola at the eight-hour limit or 
any other arbitrary limit of time, what would happen to the cupola i 

Mr. Covell. It would not happen very long; it would clog. You 
could not do it. I can not conceive of a cupola bottom being dropped 
that was a half or a quarter full, or any part full of molten iron. 

Mr. Du Brul. You are doing some Government work? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Du Brul. What would you do on that? 

Mr. Covell. We could not do it. It would absolutely stop it. A 
reat part of our work is foreign work. We have spent thousands of 
ollars to introduce our goods into foreign countries. We could not 
compete. 

Mr. Hughes. What foreign countries do you sell to? 

Mr. Covell. Some in England, some in Germany, some in Russia, 
and South Africa, and Mexico and the Central American States, and 
Chili and Japan. 

M. Du Brul. Do you sell much in England ? 

Mr. Covell. Not much; some. 

Mr. Du Brul. You know there are a number of concerns,, well, I 
will say there is one very large concern — ship-building concern — in 
England, which operates entirely on an eight-hour basis. 

Mr. Covell. I can only tell you that I am not positively acquainted 
with it. There are eight-hour shops in England, I presume, although 
I am not positive of it. 

Mr. Du Brul. Do you know that concern that is; what is the name 
of it? 
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Mr. Hughes. 1 have been looking for the report of the Bureau of 
Labor, which gives all that information. It is a very good one. 

Mr. Covell. There are gentlemen here who could give you that. 

Mr. DowNEr. I would like to ask Mr. Cramp a question right there. 

Mr. McCammon. Mr. Cramp did not come nere for the purpose of 
saying anything, and he has just stepped out of the room. My under- 
standing is — I do not speak with any exact knowledge — that up to a 
year ago there were some such concerns in Great Britain, and that 
there are establishments there that work under the nine-hour system; 
but even then it is not under an arbitrary nine-hour system, but it is 
simply that nine hours is rated as a da}- 's work. If they want to work 
eight hours they can do it. I do hot speak of it except up to within 
a year or eighteen months. 

Mr. Downey. I can tell you that I think fully 90 per cent of all that 
do in those English shipyards is on a piece-work basis anyhow. 

Mr. Hughes. That may be so. 

Mr. Downey. And I do not know of any establishments that work 
eight hours only. 

Mr. Hughes. It is important for all vou gentlemen who appear in 
opposition to this bill to oe familiar witn the facts set out in that bul- 
letin of the Bureau of Labor of which I have spoken. 

Mr. (yCoNNELL. Do you believe the manufacturers of this country 
would object to an eight-hour law providing it did not prevent the 
working of overtime? 

Mr. Covell. Yes, sir; they would. 

Mr. O'Connell. Suppose they were satisfied with a legal ten-hour 
day. 

Mr. Covell. I suppose thev would. It is the general custom and 
practice; things are capitalized and fixed charges are based on that. 

STATEMENT OF MB. WALLACE DOWNEY, PRESIDENT OF THE 
TOWNSEND-DOWNEY SHIPBUILDING COMPANY OF NEW YORK. 

I am here representing the New York Metal Trades Association, 
composed of about seventy business concerns in New York and employ- 
ing in the neighborhood of 9,000 men. I want to say to you, Afr. 
Chairman, as representing the New York Metal Trades Association, I 
have mentioned that the total membership of that association is about 
sixty to seventy concerns — I do not remember exactly how many; that 
we are absolutely opposed to Congress passing a law that limits the 
working day to eignt hours. The members of this association are 
opposed to legislation that limits the working day to any number of 
hours. 

The members of our association are engaged largely in shipbuild- 
ing, ship repairing, engine building, boiler building, and the different 
lines of work that enter into the construction and repair of ships, as 
well as the structural work ashore, and are looking at this matter 
impartially and without any prejudice, I mean prejudice against an 
eight-hour day or a three-hour day if we could afford it, but we can 
not afford it. I have had experience in a suit of overalls, and I have 
had experience as an employer and as an investor in certain i Jfcn- 
tries, and looking at this matter perfectly impartially, and withe 
prejudice, my judgment is that the emploj r er in this country 

kh 6 
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yet afford an eight-hour day. I believe an eight-hour day will come 
ultimately, and I certainly hope it will, but 1 do not think that legis- 
lating it at this time is advantageous, either to the employer or to the 
workman of this country, and 1 say most emphatically that my judg- 
ment is that the employer can not afford an eight-hour day now, and 
the workman certainly can not afford it. 

My own concern and a number of the concerns in our association 
manufacture articles and take contracts for building — manufacture 
articles intended for use in Government work, ships, and other work, 
and also take contracts for building Government ships. I am building 
Government ships now. Our Government work since 1 have been 
running a shipyard has been possibly 25 per cent of our total work. 
If we were obliged by law to go to an eight-hour day on that Govern- 
ment work, we would lose money on work we have got, and ultimately 
would have to abandon Government work or abandon the merchant 
work. The demand for merchant ships in this country now, even at 
a price based on nine hours or ten hours a day, is so small that the ship- 
yards have very little to do; they are taking orders at any price just 
to keep their tools running, and I will say that it is absolutely impos- 
sible for anyone, under the present situation in shipping, to afford an 
American ship built under an eight-hour day law. Tney can not afford 
it. They can not afford those ships built on a nine or ten hour day basis. 
And I say that I should be delighted if I could feel that we could 
afford — either the employer or the employee could afford — an eight- 
hour day. If they could I should be delighted to see it come. 

I believe conscientiously we can not afford it. I believe this pro- 
posed eight-hour legislation is introduced by the influence of labor 
interests, probably with the best intentions, and they believing that it 
would be a good thing for them to have an eight-hour day. I believe 
that the great majority of the employers of this country would be 
delighted to grant an eight-hour day. I have so expressed myself, 
and I have heard a great many other employers express it, that" if it 
were possible for us to have an eight-hour day and compete in the 
world's markets, we would like to do it, but it is absolutely impossible, 
and we could not do it. 

I believe if the people who introduced this bill had done more than 
scratch upon the sui face of the question that the people who had it 
introduced would ask that it should be withdrawn, because if it was 
passed they would certainly pay a considerable price to establish an 
eight-hour day now rather than let it be established by evolution; 
because it will be established bj r evolution. The price that this coun- 
try would pay for an eight-hour day would logically have to come out 
of the workmen. The employer can not pay it. The argument is 
made —in fact it is a stock argument— that an energetic man, an honest 
and willing workman, can do as much in eight hours as in nine hours, 
because in the last three or four hours he gets tired, and the last hour 
is of little value anyhow. 

I have had experience in working twelve hours myself, personally, 
and I do not believe in a twelve-hour day; but I believe that a nine or 
a ten hour day would be logical; I believe it is not injurious for a man 
to work that length of time. As the trick mule says on the stage, 
when asked how many hours he would work if he liad his say, you 
know he did not paw at all — meaning that he would not work at all. 
And someone asked Mr. Cowles how much he would work if he had 
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his way, answer, I would say, that I would make it about three hours, 
if I had my way; but that thing is not going to be governed by what 
thev or 1 want; our needs should govern, and it can not be governed 
by legislation profitably. The workday in this country is going to be 
governed, and is, I feel pretty sure to-day, largely governed, by the 
workday in foreign countries and the amount of wages paid in foreign 
countries. 

The manufacturers of this country have been spending millions of 
dollars to develop the foreign markets. The time has come around in 
the business of this country when the foreign markets for the next 
two or three years are going to be of the greatest possible importance. 
Unless we export goods to foreign countries within the next two or 
three years, steadily and increasingly, thousands of factories in this 
country are going to close up. The home demand is lessening. The 
men who have had for the last three or four years a tremendous boom 
demand are looking -now for orders, and are taking them at a loss. 
Ten to 20 per cent added to the labor cost of our present output for 
exportation would kill them, beyond a doubt. I feel, conscientiously, 
that it would absolutely kill our foreign export trade in all branches 
that have to compete against foreign manufacturers and workmen. 

Mr. Cowles says, and I know that the margin is very close on that 
export, five or ten per cent is a good profit, and the situation in the 
labor cost involved is so delicate that a move on the part of the peo- 
ple that meant five or ten per cent increase would stop the export 
almost entirely. There is not a question about it. It is not a matter 
of sentiment or guesswork, it is a matter of hard, practical, steel and 
cast iron, and putting same into a machine, making, finishing, and 
delivering to the foreign consumer in competition with the foreign 
manufacturer and workman, and the margin of profit is so small that 
as soon as anybody moves the price even 1 per cent above the English- 
man or other foreign producer, all those foreign people will buy from 
them. We need that trade, and we have needed it in the past, and in 
the future we are going to need it desperately, and when I say that, I 
speak from the employer's standpoint and through the employer I 
speak for the workman. 

The armies of workmen in this country are going to need out export 
trade desperately in the next two or three years. They are asking for 
legislation here that, if passed, is certainly going to slaughter it, and I 
believe if they realized what it means that they would ask not to have 
such legislation. Superficially and sentimentally it seems nice to ask 
for short workdays; but 10 to 20 per cent reduction in efficiency of 
the armies of labor in this country is a tremendous thing. One or 2 
per cent would be a tremendous thing in such a delicate matter as the 
balance of our foreign trade, just balanced on a margin of 2 or 3 or 5 
per cent, and a move of the hand can knock it all down again. To be 
brief, I say that the whole association 1 represent in JSew York of 
employers, and representing millions of dollars invested in plants and 
employing a large army of workmen, are strenuously opposed to this 
legislation. 

Personally, representing a shipbuilding company that during the 
past three years and until recently has paid §15,000^ to $25,000 a week 
to workmen (to-day we are paying about $1,500 a week). The dif- 
ference in that pay roll is directly and absolutely the result of restric- 
tion of performance by workmen; short hours, strikes, and causes that 
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made a difference of about 15 to 20 per cent in our total pay roll of 
three years has resulted in ruin. Just about the same amount of 
difference that is proposed in this bill in the matter of labor, about 
the same percentage of deliberate loafing done for me in the past three 

J ears has done our business to ruin, and it has cut the pay roll of 
15,000 to $25,000 a week down to §1,500 a week, and we are losing 
money at that. I do not think there is any question about what the 
workmen are losing. They are not getting '$15,000 to $25,000 a week 
now; most of them are idle. Any legislation, any act upon the part 
of the legislator for this year or next, which means cutting down the 
hours in this country, and the restriction of what the men produce 
either by manual labor or standing alongside of a machine, that will 
injure the employer approximately 20 per cent upon present business, 
will injure the workman approximately 60 per cent, as I have figured 
it out. 

Now, on that argument that a man will do as much in eight hours as 
in nine if he works, I would like to call your attention to the fact that 
there are millions of machine tools running in this country to-day, the 
best tools that expert brains can produce, and those tools turn so man}' 
times a minute and so many times an hour, and that speed is fixed, and 
they are doing as much as they can, and we have forced them to the 
limit. Now, just imagine and try and fix in your minds the idea of 
100,000 of those machine tools — they have stopped now, because it is 
the dinner hour, but thev will be going again shortly — going around 
so many times a day. T* he output of tnat number of tools depends on 
the number of turns thev make. There are approximately 100,000 men 
standing alongside of those same tools. 

They are not working laboriously; they are setting up and taking 
down and measuring, and they are not sweating over it, either, but 
they are doing their best and doing all that we want them to do, as a 
rule. Now the question of whether a man will do as much in eight 
hours as he can do in nine, and make just as much for the employer, or 
not, depends on whether those tools stop at 4 o'clock or at 5 o'clock. 
If those 100,000 men stop at 4 o'clock instead of 5 o'clock, that means 
a difference of 20 per cent of output of the tools. The man has very 
little to do with that. He can not increase it or stop it. The time 
regulates it, because the tool turns so many times an hour. Well, sup- 
pose that those 100,000 men are getting 30 cents an hour, the differ- 
ence between stopping at 4 o'clock and 5 o'clock will be about $30,000 
in their earnings. 

I will say roughly, full and by, allowing for wear and tear, or 
depreciation, that those tools will cost about 50 cents per hour to run, 
or equal $50,000 per day and approximately $15,000,000 per year, and 
the labor will be worth $9,000,000 per year to the workman. If we 
could legislate right now that we would stop those tools at 4 o'clock, 
instead of 5 o'clock, it will make a difference of $24,000,000 per year 
in the output of those 100,000 tools. I think the number of tools 
would be nearer a million than a hundred thousand, but it is an appall- 
ing difference even at that number. Millions of money for the 
employer and millions of money for the workman. I do not know of 
any other legislation to-day before the Congress of the United States 
that is of more importance and far-reaching than that simple little bill, 
introduced enthusiastically, trying to introduce an eight-hour day 
faster than it will come from evolution, and faster than we can afford it 

Take shipbuilding in England. From twenty years ago down to 
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eight years ago the English employer and shipbuilder fought viciously. 
The workmen were fighting, as our workmen are doing to-day, for a 
reduction in the hours of labor and increase in the amount of wages. 
The workmen were fighting conscientiously in that matter, and thought 
that they were benefiting themselves, and'the employers fought vigor- 
ously, and the result has been in the shipbuilding industrv that they 
have driven out, 1 think, probably 30 per cent of it out of the country; 
but within the last six or eight ye&rs the English workman and the 
English employer have realized that the fight that they were having 
was a parrot and monkey time. You will remember that the parrot 
and the monkey said to each other, after they got through, "We have 
had a devil of a time." The monkey was short an eye and the parrot 
was short his topknot, and the other fellow had the banana and was 
gone. 

And as a result of that the English workman to-day is not fighting 
for shorter hours in English shipyards, and he is not fighting for more 
wages now; his fight is to keep something to earn a living at, and he 
is going in with the English employer, and the} 7 are born trying to 
devise a wa} 7 to build a ship cheaper than anybodj r else ever did in the 
world, and 1 read with a great deal of interest this 3 T eai %, s edition of 
the Glasgow Herald in regard to the shipbuilding industry of the world. 
They go back five or ten years on what has been, and they deal with 
what is being done now and what is to be done in the next three or 
four vears, and the digest of the whole matter by the English employer 
and tbe English workman together is, "We have got to fight together 
now against everj r body else to trv and maintain this industrj r in 
England." 

Germany is taking up shipbuilding, and Russia is doing her own 
shipbuilding largely, and Japan is going in to build her own ships, 
ana if the English shipbuilder and the English workman had worked 
together as enthusiastically fifteen years ago as they are doing to-day, 
the Japanese and the Russians and the Germans would not have been 
building many ships to-day; 1 think the Englishman would be build- 
ing them yet. Their wages have steadily gone up in the last twenty 
or thirty years, gone up steadity, and they are not reducing the hours 
now. This is not the period in our country to reduce hours. 1 am 
not a calamity howler, but 1 believe that we are over our great wave 
of prosperity for the present, and we will settle back to normal con- 
ditions, and when we uo we will have to fight like Trojans for foreign 
markets, and anj' legislation that tends to shorten the hours of labor 
in this country will oe putting shackles on the hands of the employer 
and the workman in this country to prevent them from securing to this 
country the eight or nine hundred millions of balance of trade that we 
have been having. 

For that reason 1 oppose this legislation, not through any prejudice 
or feeling against the workmen, but through no other reason except 
one of pure fairmindedness, looking at the thing from the standpoint 
of the employer and the workmen. 1 know it would be injurious to 
both of them, and 1 believe, as I say, that an eight-hour day is coming; 
but to hurry it arbitrarily is going to be tremendously unprofitable. 
It may be said that within four or five years we would recover from 
it. We would, but the price paid would be terrific, and I think we 
can better afford to contribute an hour a day than to pay such a price. 
The American employer now, I think, contributes four or five nours 
a day to business more than any other employer in the world, and he 
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does it willingly and so is winning the race, and I do not think it is any 
mistake on the part of the men to say, u We will contribute an hour 
a day." They get higher wages than workmen anywhere else in the 
world, live more extravagantly than workmen anywhere else in the 
world, and we want them to live better. But we must take into con- 
sideration that the manufacturing capacity of this country is develop- 
ing at a tremendous pace, a pace far in excess of our consumption. 
We want to develop, and we do not want anything to throttle us, and 
my ambition is, and the country's ambition should be, to command 
the markets of the world. 

Mr. Hughes. As I understand it, the theory of the protective tariff, 
speaking of you as a representative of the manufacturers, is to prevent 
you from being subjected to the competition of the foreign manufac- 
turer. Now, ao 3 T ou think it is fair, you occupying that supposedly 
favored position, to have the men asked to compete with the terms ancl 
conditions of the foreign laborer? 

Mr. Downey. I think you are taking a wrong view of it. When I 
am speaking of our foreign trade, and the retaining of it, I am speak- 
ing of what we want to sell to Australia, for instance, in competition 
with the manufacturer in England. It is not what we manufacture 
and consume ourselves. When you go into the South American and 
Chinese markets you tind yourself up against the gentleman of Glasgow, 
wanting to sell hoisting engines and the thousand and one other things 
that we manufacture. The American employer and workmen stand 
here, the English employer and workmen stand there, and the buyer 
stands over there. Now, in that situation, our tariff does not do me 
any good at all. 

Mr. Hearst.. Then you want the American workingmen to compete 
with the European on an equality of wage I 

Mr. Hughes. You go into that market 

Mr. Downey (continuing). Absolutely none. Now, there is about 
$800,000,000 a year involved — that is approximately the balance — and 
that §800,000,000 of balance of foreign trade is in sewing machines and 
wire fencing and all other articles. I want to tell you how much it 
means to the laborer if we should lose that balance. In that 
$800,000,000 there is practically 80 per cent of it, $640,000,000 of it, 
that is paid to labor: from the time that the coal miner and the iron 
miner begin their operations in this country, digging the coal and the 
iron that these things are largely made of, about $040,000,000 of labor 
is involved. 

Mr. Hughes. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Downey. If we lose that balance it means $640,000,000 of 
wages lost to the mechanics of this country, and the employer's loss is 
the possible profit in the transaction. 

Mr. Hearst. You think our workers should be ready to do the 
same as the English, French, Germans, or Belgians? 

Mr. Hughes. But in its last analysis you want the workman of this 
country to stand ready to compete with the workman of Germany, oi 
France, or England on this foreign work; you must do it. 

Mr. Downey. They should want to compete themselves. Now, 1 
take the place of the manufacturer in that $800,000,000 proposition, 
just figuratively, you know. Whether we lose $800,000,000 a year to 
the country, broadly taken, means this, that if we lose it, I, the 
employer, would lose approximately $160,000,000. 

Mr/ Hughes. The men would lose 80 per cent* 
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Mr. Downey. Yes, sir; and the manufacturers of the country would 
lose $160,000,000, and the workmen that produced it, through their 
efforts from the time they mine the coal until the time they put the 
last polishing touch on the machinery and it goes to the ship for trans- 
portation, those workmen lose the other 80 per cent. 

Now, the question is not simply whether the employer wants to com- 
pete with the foreigner. It is for the mechanic to decide whether he 
wants to do that. The employer can do without the $160,000,000 that 
should come to him as well as tfie laborer can do without his $640,000,000 
of wages involved. 

Mr. Hughes. Of course, those aie large figures. 

Mr. Downey. Please do not connect me personally in those figures. 
I speak from the standpoint of American manufacturers. \Vhen a 
man says that he does not want the mechanics of America to get that 
$640,000,000 he puts himself in a bad attitude, and if he has to work 
a number of hours that is disproportionate to that amount of money, 
then we come back to the original proposition. 

Mr. Hughes. You think that the workingman, in order to get that 
8640,000,000, should be ready to come out and do the same amount of 
labor for it that the French, the English, and the German workman 
does. 

Mr. Downey. He has got to do it if he wants to get that money. 

Mr. Hughes. You think that in order to compete in the foreign 
markets our workmen have got to compete with the laborers in those 
foreign countries? 

Mr. Hearst. And you contend that the wages and hours of work 
of Americans must be regulated by the industrial conditions and wage 
rates in Europe? 

Mr. Downey. I do: I am not going to let go of that question of 
what benefit our business receives from tariff until we clear it up. 
Now, we are not benefited at all by protection. Ships are a thing 
that protection does not cover at all. If the Japanese want a war ship 
to replace one that has been destroyed 

Mr. Hughes. Would it help j t ou any to have the tariff on steel 
reduced ? 

Mr. Downey. Not a bit;' where a foreign ship is involved. 

Mr. Hughes. Would it help you 

Mr. Downey. Do not misconstrue me as regards labor. I have 
absolutely no wish that any workman working in the United States 
to-day shall work for any less than he is working for, nor to work 
any longer hours than he is working to-day. If, by working the 
hours that he works to-day and getting the pay that he gets to-day, 
we, the employers, can maintain the place for nim to work in, if we 
can maintain it and get the return on our capital to which we are 
entitled as much as he is entitled to his day's pay, if that condition can 
can exist, 1 think that the American employers should say to the 
workmen, and they should say mutually, •' If we can have 20 per cent 
more wages and decrease the day's work 25 per cent, and if in time he 
can afford to pay for the goods — he is the consumer here — and then 
we can maintain the system, well and good;" but if by increasing the 
wages and cutting the hours down, the result is that we lose the foreign 
trade, and not only that, but increase the price of goods which they 
must buy for their own home consumption, I should say that we are 
simply cutting our noses off and imagining that we are getting some- 
thing to justify the act. 
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Mr. Hearst. What percentage of your business is for foreign ship- 
owners? 

Mr. Downey. We built a j'acht for the Emperor of Germany two 
years ago, and that was the only foreign ship that we ever built; but 
1 suppose that 90 per cent of our repair business, which is a large one, 
is work that we do on foreign ships, and the reason that 90 per cent 
of our repair work is on foreign ships is because we have very few 
American ships to repair. 

Mr. Hearst. What per cent is foreign trade? 

Mr. Downey. I say outside of that contract with the Emperor of 
Germany for the royal yacht we have onjy our repair business. About 
30 per cent of our total. output is repair business, and 90 per cent of 
that repair business is foreign. 

Mr. Hearst. Then 25 per cent of the work done in your shipyard 
is for the foreign trade i 

Mr. Downey. Approximately; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hearst. You say that 25 per cent of your work is foreign 
trade. Do you believe that that has got to regulate the hours and 
wages affecting the remaining 75 per cent? 

Mr. Downey. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Hearst. Not only for the foreign trade 

Mr. Downey. If this eight-hour legislation were to make the eight- 
hour day general in the United States I would simply tell you flatly, 
"Make it if you like; you pay the price/' The workmen are going 
to pay it now, if we make a general eight-bour day, and if the people 
of the United States can afford it, as against the world, I would make 
it; 1 am willing to bear my part. When you go to work and discrimi- 
nate on the hours of labor on Government work, as against merchant 
work, you simply create a condition of chaos and disruption of the 
situation that will demoralize the whole working force of the country, 
so far as Government work enters in at all. And the ramifications of 
the Government work are wonderful. 

While Mr. Cramp is building a battle ship, and it is said she is build 
ing at Newport News or at Chester, there is a man out on a farm or in 
a mine in the West who is preparing a lot of material for that battle 
ship. You never hear of him, but he is working away off there, and 
his efforts and results go into that battle ship; and the minute that 
you disrupt the factory that can do some Government work and some 
merchant work you destroy all their system. And I will tell you 
that so far as the shipbuilding industry of this country is concerned, 
the\ T are absolutely staggering now; that the merchant work and Gov- 
ernment work, both together, are not paying fixed charges in that 
industry to-day. A great many shipyards are in ruins, and a great 
many more are struggling to keep their heads above water. 

MV. Hughes. Why is that? 

Mr. Downey. It ii? very largely because the American merchant can 
not invest his dollars in a vessel after he pays the American wages to 
the men working at American hours, and take the vessel and go in 
competition in the world with the foreigner. He absolutely can not 
do it. These are hard-pan facts. The building of a vessel costs from 
30 to 40 per cent more in this country. 1 am talking about the mer- 
chant ship, and the ships that we are sailing to-day. I own some stock 
in an English ship, and I received a dividend out of that English ship 
that earned the money in carrying American goods, but I have not 
earned anything out of any American ship for a long time. 
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The American ship costs from 30 to 40 per cent more to build and 
30 to 40 per cent more to operate, and it is a stubborn, hardpan fact 
that the American investor can not afford that sort of a proposition, 
and that is the reason we are in the throes of bankruptcy, and the 
shipyards that are not in trouble are struggling to-day to keep their 
heads above water, and unless something happens to cure that situa- 
tion I prophesy now that the shipbuilding industry in this country 
within ten years, outside of Government work, will be a disgrace to 
the name of shipbuilding. 

Mr. Hearst. You state that England is building ships cheaper than 
ever and cheaper than the rest of the world. L> it not a tact that 
wages have been increased and hours reduced in Great Britain? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. They have been building steel ships in Eng- 
land for about sixty years, and it has been a sort of evolution with them. 
The difference between shipbuilding in England and in this country 
to-da} r is that they have, tnrough their methods and the finances of 
the country backing up shipping propositions and the employer and the 
workman working and developing snips, they have standardized their 
shipping over there down to certain tvpes. They build a certain type 
to run across the Atlantic Ocean in live and a half days, and another 
type to carry our goods to certain ports, and they have standardized 
them to sucfi an extent, through years and years of study and practice 
and development, that you can give an order to-morrow for a tramp 
ship to carry 5,000 tons and they will turn her out completed in five 
months, and" it will only cost you $160,000. That is cheaper than ever 
before, and I know that they are not making any money on those ships, 
they are only keeping running; but the shipping conditions are bad in 
the world and they are trying merely to keep going. 

Mr. Hughes. \Vould you answer "this question— I hardly think it is 
a fair one 

Mr. Downey/. I will try. If 1 can appreciate it I will try to answer it. 

Mr. Hughes (continuing). There is a statement as to the cost of 
battle ships. 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Have you any idea as to the American cost of a bat- 
tle ship per ton ? " r 

Mr. Downey. Yes, 1 have, approximately. 1 have never built a 
battle ship. 

Mr. Hughes. Just approximately, that is what I wanted to get at. 

Mr. Downey. I should say that the approximate price of a battle 
ship is about$200 per gross ton of displacement. It might vary 30 
per cent. 

Mr. Hughes. I will read to you from the bulletin of the Bureau of 
Commerce and Labor for January, 1904. On page 27 it is said: 

Let me make a comparison between five vessels of war built before the introduc- 
tion of the eight-hour day and five constructed since. 

Mr. Downey. The introduction of an eigt-hour day where? 

Mr. Hughes. In England. This is a quotation "from an article 
written by Mr. Hills, of the Thames Iron Works Shipbuilding and 
Engineering Company. He says: 

Let me make a comparison between five vessels of war built before the introduction 
of the eight-hour day and five constructed since. The mean average of labor (all 
trades) in the case of'H. M. S. Benboic, Sans Pareil, Grafton, and Tlieseus was £28.66 
($139.47) per ton; the mean average cost of labor (all trades) in the case of I. J. B. 
Fuji and Shikishima and H. M. S. Albion, Duncan, and Cormvallis was £26.85 ($130.66) 
per ton, or a reduction of cost of £1.81 ($8.81) per ton. 
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Mr. Downey. After the introduction of the eight-hour day? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes sir. 

Mr. Downey. Now, I want to say most emphatically, do not deceive 
yourself by deeming that the eight-hour day is an eight-hour wage 
proposition in England. While 1 have not the records, I feel perfectly 
safe in saying that there is no eight-hour day prevailing in England 
to-day in a shipyard where the majority of the work is done on the 

Siece-work basis. Piece workers, men who drive rivets bv the hun 
red and calk seams by the hundred feet, and do all sorts of things bv 
the piece, the}' work approximately once and a half as hard as a man 
who works on a day's work basis, and that logically has brought about 
a shortening of the day for the piece workers, which is perfectly right. 

If I contract with a workman to drive any number of rivets at a 
specific price per hundred, of course the more rivets he would drive 
in one day the better I would like it; but if he drives enough rivets 
so that 1 can remain in the business and make a profit I would as lief 
that he drove a hundred rivets in one hour as in two hours. The 
quicker he drives them, the quicker my tools are finished with, the 
less wear and tear there is on them, and the sooner they are through 
with that work, and ready for more, the better I like it. The whole 
of that proposition is twisted there so that it will deceive you, unless 
you go down into it and see what it means. It absolutely does not 
mean that an eight-hour day wage, where an eight-hour day's work 
basis is the custom in the works. 

Mr. Hughes. This seems to indicate that they are referring to a 
dav's work system. 

Mr. Downey. I will tell you right now that I know absolutely, and 
there are other shipbuilders who can confirm what I say, that 80 per 
cent of the labor on those ships is done by piecework — that is, contract 
work, by the workmen. If a workman does about an average day's 
work, he is satisfied, earning so many cents per rivet, and if he earns it 
in five hours, it does not make any difference to the contractor; in fact, 
the quicker a workman earns it the better the contractor is off; and 1 
feel safe in saying that 80 per cent of the work on those ships is done 
in that way. And through the way they do that work in England, 
and the expertness of the pieceworkers, they certainly do beat the 
world to-day, both in speed and cost. 

Of course, speed means cheapness, while keeping a contract in the 
shipyard every day means a great additional cost, and they turn out 
one of these steamers in from four to five months. In this country 
thev usually write their contracts to finish in eight to twelve months, 
and then they would be fifteen months in building the ship. As you 
all know, on the Government ships they are years building on some of 
them, and it is because we have not got that industry down to the fine 
point that they have it in England. I hope some day to see it brought 
down to a system where we can produce a ship as rapidly as thev do 
in England, and as cheaply in proportion as our cost of labor is to 
theirs and as our cost of material is to theirs. Our costs on both those 
scores now are very much more than theirs in proportion, and delay is 
on account of our lack of having it systematized. 

I believe some months ago they launched a battle ship in England 
eleven months from the day the keel was laid. It was onlv eleven 
months from the day the keel was laid until the battle strip was 
launched, and it was one of the largest battle ships in the world. 

I do not need to tell you, gentlemen, how long it takes to build a 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 91 

battle ship in this country. It is not because we are not willing and do 
not try; it is simply because we have not developed the appliances and 
the expertness and the system that they have over there, and there is 
not such a great difference in our battle ship as to account for it. Our 
battle ship is not three years superior to the English battle ship. It 
takes from three to four years to build one here, and we could get one 
in England in twelve months. 

Mr. Du Brul. Is there anything that prevents an American shipyard 
from adopting that same system of piecework? 

Mr. Downey. I have tried. I have spent sixteen hours a day trying 
to persuade 1,500 workmen to produce those results. I have bought 
$90,000 worth of tools in Scotland and brought them over here and 
installed them in New York City, and I brought the material from over 
there, took the same sort of steel that they use in England, and put 
the steel and the tools together, and I said to my men, "Now, men, is 
it possible that we here can not put through as many pounds of steel 
per hour or per day of that same steel, and with the same tools, as they 
can in Scotland?" I tried to get them to do it, 1 begged them to do 
it, and tried to drive them to do it, and did everything a white man 
could do to get up to what they are doing in Scotland, and we never 
got within 60 per cent of it. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you mean to say that the skilled workman pro- 
duces over their 60 per cent more than the skilled American workman 
can produce? 

Mr. Downey-. I mean to tell you that right under my own eyes 
that experiment was tried. I did not take my foreman's records, but I 
did it personally. I got the records as to what they did in Scotland, 
and what they produced in Scotland with the same sort of tools and 
material, on the same sort of plate work and with the same tools that 
I had. I had what their day's work was in black and white. I had 
their record for three months in black and white, and I was there for 
three months, sometimes days and sometimes nights, and I took our 
own records, and the absolute fact is that we could never come within 
60 per cent of what thev did. Now, \*ou can theorize and hope, but I 
spent $500,000 to learn that. We lost $500,000 trying to do what 
they do in Scotland, and I contributed to you people $25,000 a week 
for three years trying to establish a business where you might get 90 
per cent of it and 1 could get 10 per cent. 

Mr. O'Connell. You say from your observation the skilled work- 
man produces 60 per cent more on the same material in Scotland than 
he could produce nere? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir; with the same tools. 

Mr. O'Connell. That is not the question. Is it your belief that 
the foreign w r orkman on the same shipbuilding and with the same 
machinery can produce more than the American shipbuilder* 

Mr. Downey. He does produce it; I know it absolutely, beyond all 
possibility of doubt. I paid for that knowledge in money, in gray 
hair, and in broken hopes. 

Mr. O'Connell. Cut out the gray hair; I don't see it. 

Mr. Downey. If you doubt it 

Mr. O'Connell. 1 do doubt it. 

Mr. Downey. Come and look at our books. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you believe that that same rule prevails in 
other industries outside of the ship industry? 

Mr. Downey. I have a general Knowledge of other industries. 
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Mr. O'Connell. That would seem natural, would it not? 

Mr. Downey. I am speaking of the industry that I represent, that 
ought to be flourishing in this country to-day. This country ought to 
be proud to have such an industry. The industry to-day is in a most 
deplorable condition, simply because you and I have never joined up 
and taken the same tools and the same materials to produce the same 
results that they produce in Scotland. I am not dealing with this ques- 
tion on the surface; I have gone to the bottom of it. 1 am dealing 
with it as much from your own standpoint as from mine, because with- 
out you I could never build a ship, ana when I do not build her, or some 
other employer does not build her, you will never raise a hand on her; 
and vet you make a fiffht, and are making efforts to produce such 
legislation as this eight-hour bill proposes. 

Mr. O'Connell. You may know it, but I doubt it. 

Mr. Downey. I do know it, absolutely. I have the experience, and 
I have paid the price for it. 

Mr. O'Connell. You probably would not credit me with knowing 
much ? 

Mr. Downey. Oh, well 

Mr. O'Connell. You say that the hours of labor have been decreas- 
ing and that the wages have been increasing, but that they have 
stopped lighting about that in Great Britain Decause the horn's and 
wages are not comparable to those in this country. Do you know 
that the hours of labor on the Tyne are lower than the hours of labor 
at the Cramp shipbuilding yards? 

Mr. *Downey. Yes; but Tyne men are working at prices 30 per 
cent lower than at Newport News, and a man is getting 30 per cent 
lower on piecework in Scotland than he is at Newport News, but he 
can turn out nearly double what the man turns out at Newport News. 

We may make some things, such as sewing machines, and boat the 
foreigner on the same machine with the same material for the same 
dollar, but I want to tell you that in the shipbuilding business under 
conditions which prevail now in this country and wnich will prevail 
if this legislation goes through, the shipbuilding business in this 
country will be absolutely in the gutter except in so far as you, the 

Eeople, are willing to pay exhorbitant prices for Government vessels. 
>ur merchant shipbuilding in this country can absolutely not grow 
under the present system of high wages and short hours and all of the 
other restrictions that we have got. I believe that things can be done 
to recover the shipbuilding and ship operating of the United States 
as it ought to be, but we can never do it with this sort of legislation, 
if we have no support, no Government contribution, such as there 
would be under a subsidy bill, discriminating duties, and the other 
methods talked of to support shipbuilding and owning. 

I hope that some such measures will be adopted if we can not suc- 
ceed in an} T other way; but if you and I, the workman and employer, 
can invent any other way to produce and operate a ship to compete 
with the foreigner, then I say 1 want no favors and no subsidies. But 
otherwise we will never do* it. It is logically impossible. We can 
not do it. 

Now this bill here simply makes an issue between you and me — the 
workman and the employer. 

Mr. Hughes. Part of "this bill, the foreign-competition feature, is 
eliminated then. According to the prevailing conditions we are 50 
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or 60 per cent behind them in production and 20 or 30 per cent behind 
them in wages; and further reducing the number of hours, we are 
hopelessly behind. 

Mr. Downey. 1 never have any hope of a foreign order, except in 
an extraordinary case. 

Mr. Hughes. Then we might ass well confine ourselves to other 
business. 

Mr. Downey. 1 want to say, that is, under the present existing con- 
ditions of wages and hours. 

Mr. Hughes. This bill is not in existence now. 

Mr. Downey. No, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. And the only way that we could attempt to get con- 
trol of the foreign markets would be to increase the hours of labor and 
reduce the wages, and increase the production of the men ? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hearst. And more than 60 per cent, too? 

Mr. Downey. Logically — the improvement must aggregate that. 

Mr. Hearst. Of course. 

Mr. Downey. No, Mr. Hearst. Our want of practice in building 
standardized ships accounts largely for that difference as well as the 
difference in wages. I say if these gentlemen representing the work- 
ing staff, and these gentlemen representing the employers in the 
shipbuilding industry had some aid intended for the benefit of the 
country ana us both to compensate for the difference in cost of opera- 
tion, and possibly for the difference in cost in the short number of 
hours for the difference of time, that aid would result in the production 
of ships of standardized types, that after we, the workmen and 
employer, built the first t>,()00-ton typical cargo-carrying boat, the 
first one might cost us $400,000; the* next one, through the series of 
patterns and practice we would have, we might build for 10 per cent 
cheaper, we would build her 10 per cent cheaper; and on the next one 
we would cut it down more, and build the next one and the next one 
still cheaper, still at the same wages and the same working hours. 
This comes from a cause that you will appreciate and anybody can 
appreciate. 

You do a thing once and it is done in a certain way, and the next 
time you do it it is done better, and every time you do it you become 
more expert and more expert, until finally it is done with wonderful expe- 
dition and perfection; so that in England, to build a tramp ship, they can 
do it for less than they can anywhere else in the world. A man says, 
k% I want a ship to carry 5,000 tons," and the manager of the company 
goes up and says to ttie superintendent, "Pass me out a 5,000 plan,'* 
and the purchaser looks it over, and the manager takes it and throws 
it out, and he says, " Build another of those." And when the word 
spreads through the yard the very rivet boy knows what that means, 
and when a thousand men know the method involved in building a ship 
or any other structure, you must realize what a tremendous difference 
it makes. Now, what we want is something that will give us an 
opportunity to do that thing once and twice and three times and four 
times, until we have developed a system, and then I say, barring the 
difference in wages and time, that we will build a ship with anybody 
in the world, and I think we will beat them out a little on the time and 
the wages. 

Mr. Hughes. What would you suggest on that? 
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Mr. Downey. I would not like to make any suggestion. I am going 
before another committee on that bill in about annour. I have taken 
too much of your time, gentlemen. I ask you to give this bill your 
closest and most conscientious consideration, free from any prejudice 
in favor of the employer or the workman. This measure the countrv 
at large is going to pay for, if it is passed. I can contribute my small 
proportion, and the great armies of the people in the working ranks 
and those outside of the working ranks will contribute their part. 

1 ask you to consider it from that standpoint, free of all sentiment. 
I appreciate sentiment andl appreciate prejudice, and if 1 could con- 
scientiously believe that that Dili was beneficial to either of these 
parties represented here 1 would work for it emphatically and con- 
scientiously. 1 say that it is absolutely a mistake at this time to 
attempt any such measure, and I say so emphatically, and 1 regret 
that I can not put the argument in better shape and prove to you 
more positively the things that I say. Even with my hard experience 
in the shipbuilding business I have absolutely no hard feelings toward 
the workmen that contributed to the result. 

Mr. Hearst. It may not be his fault, the hard experience. Now, 
the ship-building industry can not be peculiar. 1 know something 
about some other businesses. The newspaper has gone down in price 
from 3 cents to 1 cent, and during the period of that decline in price 
there has been a large increase in the amount of wages paid and a 
decrease in the hours of labor, while the profits made on newspapers 
are larger than ever before. 

Mr. Downey. I am delighted to hear it. 

Mr. Hearst. I would be a poor business man if I had to take my 
profits 

Mr. Downey. Now, what time was the newspaper worth 3 cents, 
and when did the price Income 1 cent ? 

Mr. Hearst. About fifteen years ago when the papers were worth 
3 cents. 

Mr. Downey. The happiest thing that ever occurred for the readers 
of newspapers in this country was the day when gentlemen entered 
into the Dusiness who realized that they could afford to throw out the 
old printing presses and buy, at whatever price, up-to-date newspaper 
producing machinery, and I would say — 1 do not know a thing technic- 
ally about producing a newspaper, but as a matter of judgment I 
would say — to-day that if a newspaper is worth 1 cent as against 3 
cents fifteen years ago that for that result I want to take mv hat off to 
the gentleman who invented the machine, and my hat off to the machine 
aud to the gentlemen that had the good sense to buy and install it, and 
not to the man who stands alongside of it and feeds white paper into it 
Mr. Hearst, I do not know a thing technically about newspaper 
producing. I want to say that if the newspapers are worth to-<iay 1 
cent as against 3 cents fifteen years ago, which 1 am delighted to hear, 
I believe that to be the result of improved machinery, of increased 
demand for newspapers, of brain that realizes the demand and stays 
up night and day to supply it. 

Mr. Hearst. Is there any reason why those brains should not be 
put in operation for the benefit of the shipbuilding trust i? 

Mr. Downey. Do not speak of the shipj T ard trust. I never was 
connected with it. 

Mr. Hearst. Do you know what it is? 
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Mr. Downey. I do; and there are several shipyards that never were 
connected with the trust at all that are in the hands of receivers. It 
is pretty hard to keep them out. 

Sow, to account for cheap newspapers. The demand originated for 
newspapers. I would have the people to want ships as they want 
newspapers. Whenever people do want ships, and can afford to buy 
them and pay for them, I say we will develop a shipbuilding industry 
as the newspaper business has been developed. That is what I was 
trying to tell you a while ago — that through producing the ships again 
and again and again we will develop machinery and gather experience; 
and large quantities make the units cheaper, you know. That is the 
reason that your newspaper is cheap. But we can probably never 
accomplish the ratio of three to one in the price of building ships. But 
I do tell you that I believe in good faith if the industry goes on at all 
in the United States we will decrease the cost from two to one, and 
when you come to all involved in a ship, that is a gigantic difference. 
I appreciate those questions. 

Thej r are the kind of questions that ought to be asked, and the kind 
of questions that those gentlemen over there and I ought to be dis- 
cussing. This is a gigantic proposition. The great reason of the 
differences between those gentlemen, labor representatives, and 1 — 
1 speak of m\-self simply as representing employers — is because those 
questions are not asked and true conditions are not developed. The 
legislature is the third corner of this proposition. I am not disparag- 
ing any legislator when I say that the legislator can not know as 
much about that proposition^ taking for granted that he is not a 
specialist in some line, he can not know as much regarding the technic- 
alities of my business as 1 do; and I do not know as much about 
legislation as you do. Consequently, this proposition of shipbuilding, 
which to develop we have turned our heads gray and spent our money 
for — I am speaking for the interest of the army of working people 
as well as myself — we, the employer, have spent sixteen or eighteen 
hours a day for years over this, and these gentlemen over there, 
representing the working people, may think they know about it in an 
official way, but they do not know the horrors of the office records of 
the shipbuilding business. If they did they would come to us and 
say, "How can we cure it ?" It means millions of dollars to us and 
to them. 

Mr. Hearst. But it is not impossible to reduce the cost of the product 
to one-third what it was, and to give shorter hours for labor and 
increase wages and still make a profit in some businesses. 

Mr. Downey. I say that I take my hat off to the man that invented 
the machine and to the machine itself, and the man who had the sense 
to buv it. Then I say you know better than I what percentage the 
machine does of the producing and what percentage the workman does. 

1 would say that tne percentage done by manual labor is very small 
compared with the percentage done by machine in the manufacture of 
paper. You buy your rolls and bring them to the door of -the printing 
room. I am told that the price of paper has gone down tremendously. 

Mr. O'Connell. The hours of labor have been reduced in the manu- 
facture of paper. 

Mr. Downey. The answer to Mr. Hearst's question covers that sub- 
ject. His question is how are these commodities becoming cheaper in 
the face of shorter hours and higher wages? 
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Mr. Hearst. You say that it is impossible for that to happen? 

Mr. Downey. No, sir; it is not impossible. 

Mr. Hearst. Then whj' is it not possible in your business? 

Mr. Downey. The whole secret of the cheap manufacture of paper 
is the tremendous demand for it, and the tremendous quantities of it 
that you use, and the quantities of newspapers that you print together. 
If you are printing 800,000 papers a day, logicall\ r j r ou can print those 
papers for one-tenth of what you couldif you only printed 10,000 oi 
15,000 a day. 1 know and vou know that it is tfie machine and the 
quantity printed together that makes cheapness, and if the country 
will afford the shipbuilding industry an opportunity to stagger along 
for ten or fifteen years until we have a chance to standardize our work 
and produce it in quantities, you can trust to the American mechanic 
and inventor to produce methods and machinery that is superior to 
anything in the world, and then you can leave it to them. 

But we cannot stagger onto our feet under prevailing conditions. 
Capital' has not been bashful or cowardly in the shipbuilding industry. 
In the last few years capital has been poured, millions upon millions, 
into the shipyards. Men have put their money into those shipyards 
in good faith, and to-day they are standing aghast and discouraged at 
the result. They, the investors, are standing on one side of the wreck 
looking at it. and these work people are standing on the other side, 
and they look at it from that side, and they are perfectly aghast at 
the conditions. The workman has nothing to do, yet he clamors for a 
shorter work day. 

Mr. Hughes. What was the object when that capital was put in? 
Was it supposed that you would compete with the world, or 

Mr. Downey. During the Spanish-American war there was an 
enthusiasm in rebuilding transports, repairing ships, and pushing 
everything along to produce some sort of improvised navy, and it 
awoKe an enthusiasm in the shipbuilding proposition. Then the sub- 
sidy was talked of, and a great many people hoped that some Govern- 
ment aid was going to be given to ships, and they said some Govern- 
ment was going to be given to ships, and -they said: "It is going to 
take a year or two to prepare these yards, and, if this legislation is 
going through, ships must be provided. Oil is discovered in Mexico, 
and the}' want ships to carry bulk oil up here" — great.fleets we thought 
they would need. u We will build these, and we will build Govern- 
ment vessels, and then, if anything else comes along that will develop 
something for the foreign trade," and in that hope dozens of men put 
their money into the shipbuilding industry. Now, this is without 
any reference to the shipbuilding trust you read of. Those yards are 
established, and a great many of them were wrecks before the ship- 
building trust was thought of. So that we do not attribute these dis- 
asters to the formation of the trust. 

Mr. Herbert. I want to ask you about the newspapers. 

Mr. Downey. Do not consider me an expert on newspapers, except 
m reading them. 

Mr. Herbert. Is it not the advertising, the profit from advertising, 
that enables the great papers to reduce their prices to one cent? 

Mr. Downey. You will have to ask Mr. Hearst that question. 

Mr. Herbert. And has not that increased profit from advertising 
come from increased transportation facilities and largely increased cir- 
culation of newspapers? 
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Mr. Downey. I think vour question is going into a field that is 
entirely foreign to this bill. I am not trying to avoid that question. 

Mr. Herbert. Would not that account for all the decrease in price 
that you have been asked about? 

Mr. Downey. I would say, broadly, that the reading and the adver- 
tising in this country are both increasing at a tremendous pace, as 
they should. People read newspapers as a habit now who fifteen years 
ago would buy. them as a luxury. I remember the time when people 
used to take Sunday newspapers as a specialty or an extravagance. 
Now they take three or four bunday newspapers and two or three on 
week days. That is a grand habit. Nothing more interesting or more 
developing than to keep in touch with the whole world through the 
newspapers. When people make up their minds that on Sundays they 
want to read three or four newspapers in a day, it does not need any 
argument as to what has increased the circulation and decreased cost. 
If you want anything in this country that it is possible for human 
hands to produce, create a demand for it and it will come. 

Mr. Herbert. If the newspapers get enough from the advertising 
will it not 

Mr. Downey. 1 prefer not to deal with the ethics of it. I know that 
the profit is tremendous. They might give the newspapers away for 
nothing for all I know. I would not be surprised if that was possible. 

Mr. Hearst. Let us take another example. The cost of the manu- 
facture of the white paper used by newspapers has decreased from 
live cents to two and a half cents per pound in the last fifteen years. 

Mr. Downey. Yes. 

Mr. Hearst. That is true. 

Mr. Downey. Yes. 

Mr. Hearst. And there has been a decrease in the hours of labor, 
and an increase in the pay of the laborers, and nevertheless the cost 
of the product has been halved. 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. Now, take the blank white paper. 1 must 
apologize for any ignorant statements that 1 make on that subject, but 
I believe the immense quantity required accounts for the cheap price. 

Mr. Hearst. The point is simply this: It is obviously possible to 
conduct a business in which the hours of labor are reduced and the 
wages are increased, and the price of the product reduced, and still 
make a profit. 

Mr. Downey. I will admit frankly, and I am glad to admit to you, 
that it is possible to conduct such a business in this country 

Mr. Hearst. And evidently more than one ? 

Mr. Downey (continuing). I sav a business, and perhaps one or two 
or three, or several, that this bill would not materially injure. But 
what 1 want to say most emphatically is, and 1 believe most conscien- 
ciously, from a most unprejudiced consideration of the matter, that to 
the business of the country broadcast one hour more or less of per- 
formance by the armies of mechanics of this country will make a 
gigantic difference in the export business of the world that we want 
and must compete for in the future. 

Mr. Hughes. It is impossible, practically, under the statement of 
facts submitted by you, for us to get any part of that world's business. 

Mr. Downey. O no, do not deceive yourselves. Out of a business — 
a business that has grown through protection or through some 
other special reasons has been developed in this country to such a fine 

eh 7 
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point that we can manufacture and sell to a foreigner in competition 
with a foreigner, grow our export trade; and the few things that we 
can sell now and make a profit on, are the result of special conditions 
that have been developed here by demand first, and through that 
demand, and in special cases, and it is not impossible to keep that up 
if we maintain the statu quo; and it is not impossible to develop that 
still further if we follow such methods in labor, wages, $nd manu- 
facturing as will develop my business to a point wnere 1 have the 
system, and I have the experience, and so forth, which will enable me 
to possibly go into a foreign market with my goods. It is a far cry, 
1 assure you, between the American shipbuilder and a foreign buyer. 
It is a far cry, but it is not impossible. 

Mr. Hughes. That is a first-class ship subsidy argument. 

Mr. Downey. 1 am talking on this subject not for any impression. 

1 simply say that without some artificial aid we can not get a fair 
start. And I tell you frankly, if I thought that it was possible to do 
it by working ten years ancl maintaining a shipyard for ten years 
andquitting even and paying fixed charges and depreciation at the 
end of that time, and if 1 thought it would be possible at the end of 
that time to compete with the English shipbuilder, I would say "I do 
not want 3'our subsidy." We would develop in a healthy way without 
it. But the difference in cost of labor and material is so great, and 
arises from such a number of causes, that I believe in five generations 
we can not catch up the pace. 

What we want is some aid for a period of time, so that the ship- 
building business can be developed like the newspaper business, so 
that we will catch up to the place where we can compete. 

Mr. Hearst. The manufacture of white paper is a much better illus- 
tration, because the white paper manufacturers not only sell their prod- 
uct here, but in London, in fact, to nearly every uewspaper in London. 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir, and I am delighted that they do. They have 
no trouble in meeting the competition. 

Mr. O'Connell. And they operate eight hours. 

Mr. Hearst. Yes. 

Mr. Downey. Can somebody tell us what developed the paper manu- 
facture in this country; what put the paper factory on foot in this 
country 1 

Mr. Herbert. How about wood pulp? 

Mr. McCammon. A protective tariff* 

Mr. Burley. Everything that goes into the ship is protected except 
the builder. 

Mr. Downey. I will tell you, if you wish to order a ship to-day, an 
American built ship to engage in the foreign trade — and vou would 
be obliged to engage in the foreign trade for nine montns in each 
year — in that event the tariff law would allow me to import steel from 
a foreign country free of duty for your ship. 

Mr. ^IcCammon. But it would not allow you to buy the imported 
steel in this country. You could not buy it from a merchant in New 
York, under the rulings of the Treasury Department. 

Mr. Downey. No, sir; suppose that steel was selling for 2 cents a 
pound here and 1 cent a pound in England. 

When I paid that cent 1 would be coming pretty nearly up to the 

2 cents by paying truckage, and freight, and insurance to this 
country, and discharging handling charges, and so forth; and then 
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that shipbuilding material is subject to injury in handling. These 
frames and plates are subject to be bent, and it is very expensive 
work rerolling them afterwards. 1 imported some steel * from Scot- 
land last year. 1 did not expect to get it any cheaper than 1 did in 
this country, but I did it simply because I could not get it in this 
country at all; and after I paid for the steel over there and paid the 
freight over here, and the duty and the insurance on it, it cost me 
about 30 per cent higher than steel bought in this country. 

But another great drawback was the bad condition in which the 
steel was after handling it into the ship's hold and out again, so that 
that little bit of tariff discrimination in favor of the shipbuilder and 
shipowner, of allowing material to come in free if for use in a vessel 
for the foreign, is really an imaginary benefit, and I do not think 
there have been three cases in three years where it has been taken 
advantage of, or where it could have been taken advantage of. And 
outside of that, Mr. Committeeman, there is absolutely no protec- 
tion to the shipowner or shipbuilder or the ship repairer of the 
United States. 

Mr. Hughes. I am surprised to hear that. 

Mr. Downey. I believe that there is a lack of knowledge on this 
subject here, or I think there would be more interest in it, because the 
yards that exist on the two coasts of this country, the yards that are 
already established, ought to be employing 150,000 men. This is no 
joke. " 1 doubt whether there are 50,000 men working to-day in Amer- 
ican shipyards. I doubt it. I am just giving those figures roughly, 
but I think that that is approximate. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not think this is a question, this state of 
affairs that you have put before us so ably, that should be considered 
from the standpoint of subsidy or no subsidy rather than from the 
standpoint of decreasing wages and increasing hours of labor? 1 have 
not the slightest doubt but what, when you appear before the subsidy 
committee, you will point out to them that you are threatened w r ith an 
eight-hour bill, and that you will ask for a subsidy on that ground. 

Mr. Downey. Well, by the way, if I do make that argument I will 
be perfectly justified in making it. 

Mr. McOammon. Yes, it is a good argument. 

Mr. Downey. I say not necessarily by subsidy, but there are other 
ways, and the legislators of the country should not be pinning their 
minds down to subsidy or nothing. There are other ways than sub- 
sidy, and I think there are better ways than a barefaced subsidy. 

Sir. McCammon. I would like to interrupt you a moment, with the 
consent of the committee, to ask you a question, and that is, if j r ou 
favor a discriminating duty? And if you do, would not the same 
argument hold good that a discriminating duty would not hold good 
if this eight-hour law should prevail ? 

Mr. Downey. 1 would not like to put it that way. It rather savors 
of opposition to this bill. 

Mr. McCammon. If you favor subsidy, you might claim that the 
eight-hour bill was jeopardizing the shipbuilding industry, and you 
would need more subsidy. 

Mr. Downey. Without reference to the existing hours of labor and 
wages, so far as they are related to Government support of shipping, 
support would have to be added to to the extent that this legislation 
might amount to. It would contribute to the cost just that much. 
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Mr. McCammon. Just one more question. If the principle contended 
for by those who favor this bill, who assert that it is a just one and a 
proper economic solution of existing labor conditions, is the true one, 
why should not that be applied to all articles manufactured for the 
Government, rather than to a few, as it is proposed by the provisions of 
this bill to apply it? It was asserted by a very prominent Senator 
a few days ago, in his committee room, that this very bill really only 
applies directly to 3 per cent of the articles that are manufactured 
for and contracted for by the Government. Now, if the argument is 
a good one, why should It not be applied to 50 or 100 per cent of those 
articles? 

Mr. Downey. Following out what I said a while ago, if at this 
time, or in the future, the manufacturers and workmen of this coun- 
try can afford an eight-hour day, let's have it. I say if we can afford 
it Then I say if we can follow out that principle and afford a six- 
hour day, let us make it. I simply argue against this bill on the basis 
that we cau not afford it yet. 

Mr. Hughes. Judge McCammon simply thinks that the provisions 
of the bill should be eliminated, and there is no particular reason why 
the proviso should not be extended 

Mr. McCammon. Take that for an argument. 

Mr. Hughes (continuing). There is no particular reason why cer- 
tain things should come within the wording of the law and others 
should not do so. 

Mr. Downey. The bill that contemplates the cutting of a workday 
down to eight hours is vicious and legislating that a man can not work 
beyond that time is simply idiotic. 

Mr. Hughes. The Hitt bill says: 

Nothing in thie act shall apply to contractn for transportation by land or water, oi 
for the transmission of intelligence, or for such materials or articles as may usually be 
bought in open market, whether made to conform to particular specifications or "not, 
or for the purchase of supplies by the Government, whether manufactured to conform 
to particular specifications or not. 

!Now, Judge McCammon comments on that part of that section. 

Mr. McCammon. Excuse me; I say if the principle contended for, 
the general principle contended for, is correct, why should there be 
any exclusion at all? Why should not all industry be included* 

Mr. Downey. Because the brain that evolved tfiat bill realized that 
there is something the matter there. He has attempted to wipe that 
trouble out before it occurs. But I will tell vou that there is a trap 
set there to keep the Supreme Court of the LTnited States busy for a 
year. 1 can see the ramifications of a battle ship, for instance, begin- 
ning out in the coal and iron mines of Pennsylvania and extending all 
the way down until the very day that she goes overboard in Pennsyl- 
vania, and then I see the board of Government inspectors trying to 
say w T here the nine-hour day should cease and where the eight-hour 
day should begin; and the man who drew that bill tried to regulate 
that, but he has not succeeded. 

Mr. Hughes. Then you think jou could sail' a battle ship through 
this particular section ? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir, I think you could sail a fleet through it. 

Mr. Bartholdt. You state in a general way that we are producing 
more in this country than we consume ( 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir, we are. 
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Mr. Bartholdt. That the supply vastly exceeds the demand? 

Mr. Downey. Generally it does at this time. 

Mr. Bartholdt. If that is true, and there is no question but what < 
it is true 

Mr. Downey. And it is a happy condition. 

Mr. Bartholdt (continuing:). I'he question suggests itself to my 
mind, and possibl} r to the minds of others, whether we are not all 
working a little too much, and whether we could not afford to reduce 
the hours of labor? 

Mr. Downey. Oh, you are on treacherous ground there. You are 
on most fatal ground the minute you try to stop production. I tell 
you I can not, as an employer, afford to stop it. These gentlemen 
representing labor can not afford to stop it. If you stop that over- 
production by eliminating the foreign consumer from the situation, 
ultimately I am not going to pay but a small part of it. These work- 
men over there are going to pav it. This is not sentiment; it is not 
theory; it is hard cold-blooded fact. To illustrate, if this country 
manufactures a million dollars' worth of goods and sends them to the 
foreigner, who eats it and drinks it and wears it, and that is a surplus 
over and above what we need to eat and drink and wear, involved in 
that production was $800,000 worth of labor. Now, there is no way 
in the world for you to do away with the production and sale of that 
$1,000,000 worth of goods, unless vou must logicallv do awav with 
the $800,000 worth of labor, and also the employers' $200,000 worth of 
profit. This result is as infallable as death, and I am astonished — I 
think your question, Mr. Bartholdt, was oulv to bring out the point, 
and not that you did not understand it thoroughly. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Let us go further. If there is a system of over- 
production 

Mr. Downey. Overproduction is not a system; it is a result. 

Mr. Bartholdt. A result 

Mr. Downey. Of tremendous activity in manufacturing. And if 
we are consuming all we want and can afford, and there is yet an over- 
production, we must create a market. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Is that a desirable result? 

Mr. Downey. It certainly is. It is very desirable, because after 
these gentlemen working with me produce all that they and I want for 
ourselves, and getting paid for producing our own when we exchange 
it between us, we have either got to sell .to the other nations, or we 
have got to stop earning, and if we stop earning I can not buy from 
them and they can not buy from me, ana we have to rest until we have 
eaten each other up to the extent that we are again demanding more 
than we manufacture, and then we can go at it again and have another 
period of prosperity. 

The foreign markets, gentlemen, are what this country needs. No 
effort, no thought, can afford to be spared, and when 1 say it I am 
speaking in behalf of the workingmen, the millions of them in the 
country, and if those markets are developed the manufacturer is simply 
an incidental in the proposition, and he will be fortunate if he makes 
10 per cent clear off of the whole transaction. If he can do that, he 
certainlv will produce the factory and will supply the brains, and the 
tremendous armies of the mechanics will do the rest, and they will get 
80 per cent of the proceeds. 

Mr. Bartholdt. This is the first time that I have ever heard that 
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theory advanced that overproduction is desirable. Of course, if you 
can dispose of it in other countries it is all right. 

Mr. Downey. Now, how to get rid of it. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Let me ask you one more question in connection 
with that. You may not deem it a crime or a wrong on the part of 
the American manufacturer, who is as a rule protected by a tariff, to 
sell that surplus whigh he can not get rid 01 in this country in the 
markets of tne world at a less price than he gets for it here ( 

Mr. Downey. It certainly is no crime, and it is certainly a logical 
outcome of the manufacturing situation. You can not afford to put a 
furnace out. You can not afford to put these blast furnaces out. Two 
or three years ago the iron industry of this country was choked with 
home demands, and you know the tremendous increase in the produc- 
tion of steel; by leaps and bounds it went up. Millions of dollars a 
year it went up. Now, the point is that if a man puts down furnaces 
to produce steel and puts them in place, he must keep them going or 
put them out. • 

As soon as he arrives at a point where the home consumer can not 
take any more of his steel he is up against this problem: "1 can not 
afford to operate this tremendous plant on this small local demand. I 
can not afford to stop it, because it will go to ruin; and I can not stop it 
because this local demand must have so much steel, and this plant is 
producing this steel in spite of me now that it is started. The home 
consumer does not want it, and 1 can not afford to pile it up in the 
yard; and if 1 have to sell that steel at the tail of the mill for less thau 
it cost me I am only letting it go through the mill in order to keep the 
wheels moving, so that I can produce what these gentlemen at home 
do want." The technicalities of that are endless, and it takes hours 
and hours to get down to the bottom of that question. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Yes; but 3 T ou would not consider it as a valid 
argument against the policy of protection if the manufacturer sells in 
foreign markets cheaper than he does here ? 

Mr. Downey. Not at all. 

Mr. Bartholdt. I do not want to raise a tariff controversy at all. 

Mr. Downey. No, sir; the whole spirit of it is involved in what you 
have brought up. Protection has been a marvelous good to this coun- 
try. It has resulted in just what you say, that we can print newspapers 
and make the paper and do a great many things and sell to the foreigner 
in many lines in direct competition with him. 

Mr. Hearst. The printing of the newspaper does not have any 
advantage from protection. 

Mr. Downey. No; but the making of the paper does. Now, I know 
you gentlemen are interested in tariff questions as well as in labor 
questions. In fact, they involve the whole labor situation of our coun- 
try. On that question the fact is that a man might profitably give 
away his surplus. There have been cases where a surplus has been 
actually burned at the tail of the mill. 

Mr. Hughes. That is a crime, is it not? 

Mr. Schulteis. Rather than sell it cheaper to the country. Now, 
with reference to the newspapers that used to sell for 3 cents; do vou 
think for one moment that those papers would ever go back to selling 
at 3 cents apiece, even though they would be allowed to increase 
wages and put everything else back proportionately as it was? 

Mr. Downey. My dear sir, it is not worth while to talk about 
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going back. We are going ahead at a tremendous rate that you 
evidently do not realize. You read four papers a day to one that you 
would have read formerly. 

Mr. Schulties. Yes, because thej r are cheaper. 

Mr. Downey. Yes, and those papers are cheaper because you have 
decided to read four of them a day instead of one a week. 

Mr. Schulties. It is because I get the four of them for 4 cents 
instead of 12 cents. Do you understand that? 

Mr. Downey. If you want to discuss that 1 will take it up with you 
sometime. 

Mr. Schulties. Now is the time. That is what we are here for. 

Mr. Downey. Well, I will answer you, then. I do not want to 
increase the hours of labor arbitrarily; I do not want to decrease 
wages arbitrarily. I want to try and act sensibly as an employer with 
my workmen, to keep upon a footing where we both can compete with 
any condition that develops from any part of the world, and I will 
not covet foreign commerce, foreign buying, at a price that makes it 
necessary for me to ask an American workman to work at a poverty- 
stricken wage. I say that I would prefer to do without it, if the 
workman and 1 have to go back to the farm. 

Now, this is not a question of arbitrary things at all; it is a question 
of clean-cut judgment. Should we pass this bill? Is it advisable to 
do it? Can we afford to do it? If we can afford to do it — the object 
of niy talk is to show that we can not afford it, as I believe. Now, if 
you bring any expert in this country to digest that thing out, based 
upon the industry of the country, just as inevitably as death, you wL 
have to come to the conclusion that we can not afford it, and when 1 
say "we," 1 mean that I can not as an employer. We can not afford 
it, and that is the reason why we do not do it. W T hen we can afford 
it, 1 will work as energetically to help-to do it as I am working now to 
prevent it. 

Mr. Caldwell. Getting back to the bill under consideration, let me 
call your attention to the provision: 

No laborer or mechanic doing any part of the work contemplated by the contract 
in the employ of the contractor or any subcontractor contracting for any nart of said 
work contemplated shall be required or permitted to work more than eight hours in 
any one calendar day. 

You are probablv familiar with that wording? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. That has been urged as an objection to this bill by 
gentlemen opposed to it? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. If vou strike out the word " eight" and insert 
"nine" or "ten," would that phraseology be as objectionable to you 
as it is now ? 

Mr. Downey. It would not be as objectionable to me as it is now; 
but I say most emphatically that the spirit of legislators making laws 
to govern how long 1 should work for any man in the twenty-four 
hours is wrong. 

Mr. Caldwell. You are against the principle of it? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir; absolutely against the principle, because 
if the modern workman and employer can not decide that question 
intelligently, legislators can not decide it for them. 

Mr. Caldwell. It is not as to any arbitrary day, but as to any day 
that may be named by law. 
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Mr. Downey. If the employer should establish conditions in this 
country by which he could oblige men to work twelve hours a day, if 
the employer could force that situation. I would say, "Legislate 
against it; physically it is wrong, and morally it is wrong, and it is 
injurious in tfie end to the employer and to the workmen;" but I say 
that there must be a mutual agreement in these matters. 

Mr. Hughes. Where do you think is the proper limit? 

Mr. Downey. My judgment is not based upon sentiment, and not 
upon the opinion of the workman, and not upon my own wishes, but 
upon the economise situation in the world to-day, and I would say that 
the working day should be nine hours a day. If anyone could tix it, 
it should be the employer and the workman; and if the workman and 
I decided that we wanted to extend our trade to China, and we both 
sat down and discussed it and said, "We will work nine hours a day 
for the sake of getting that trade," we ought to be allowed to do that. 
You are not able, even with the very best of intentions, you are not 
able to legislate for us, to tell the intelligent manufacturer of the 
United States and the intelligent workman what is best for their good 
within the environment of their own business. 

Now, I say if employers do anything exorbitant like working a fif- 
teen-hour day, you can say that that is wrong, and that is cruelty, and 
that you will stop it and make the working day ten hours, for instance, 
or if workmen should work onty four hours a day and you should find 
that our foreign trade is all gone, then you could say that that was 
wrong. 

Mr. Hughes. It is all gone anyway, you say. 

Mr. Downey. No, sir; there is a tremendous balance. 

Mr. Hughes. In shipbuilding? 

Mr. Downey. No. I say if you should find that they were working 
fifteen hours a day you could say, " We will stop it," and if, on the 
other hand, we, in our enthusiasm, should say, "Well, I will work 
only three hours a da} r , because we have established that precedent 
that we can do that," and then we should go dissipating all tne rest of 
the time, then you might say that we had gone to the other extreme. 
But as between eight hours a day and ten hours a day the balance is so 
fine that you can not logicalh 7 define it, and you must leave it to the 
men who are concerned in the work. There is no question about the 
condition of affairs to-day. The manufacturers and the workingmen 
have been cutting each other's throats, whereas, if they could get 
together and discuss such questions as have been asked me to-day here 
by Mr. Hearst, and such as you other gentlemen have been asking me, 
it would greatly improve our situation. 

(Thereupon, at 1.35 o'clock p. m t , the committee took a recess until 
2,30 o'clock p. m.) 

AFTER RECESS. 

The committee reassembled at 2.30 o'clock p. m., Hon. James P. 
Conner, acting chairman, in the chair. 

STATEMENT OF MR. C. H. SMITH, OF AURORA, ILL. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we had expected to have 
at this hearing Mr. Levi H. Meyer, of Chicago. He came on East to 
attend this meeting, but was recalled by a telegram announcing that 
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his mother was in a dying condition, so that he is not here, and the 
members of the committee had not reallv expected to say anything to 
your committee, but to have him say whatever we had to say for us. 
In his absence I have prepared a memorandum here which I will ask 
the privilege of going over, and 1 trust if there is anyone here who 
desires to ask any questions they will postpone the questions until I 
have finished. 1 shall not go into an extensive consideration of this 
question, but only discuss one or two features of it. 

I appear here for the Illinois Manufacturers' Association, an asso- 
ciation consisting of 750 leading manufacturing firms and corpora- 
tions, located in all sections of the State of Illinois, including those in 
the city of Chicago and the other cities of the State. 

The advocates of the bills referred to have not stated clearly what 
effect the proposed law, if enacted, would have on the manufacturers 
who furnish materials and supplies to the Government. It is probable 
its direct application to the business of any manufacturer could only 
be known after the Supreme Court had passed on it. It is admitted 
by its advocates that this proposed law is not what they desire, but is 
only a beginning, their aim being to establish at this time the eight- 
hour day as a standard for the country, and to prohibit everyone from 
working more than the prescribed eight hours per day, the demand to 
be made later for a shorter workday. 

As an evidence that the trades unions have already begun the agita- 
tion for a seven-hour day, I bring to your attention a clipping from 
the Chicago Tribune of February 21 reporting that a faction of the 
typographical union proposes a seven-hour day. 

The manufacturers and employers protest against the proposed leg- 
islation as tending to establish a shorter working day than the conai- 
tions of the country will justify, and shorter than can be adopted at 
this time without great injury to its material interests. 

The position this country occupies as a world power has been earned 
by the ambitious workmeu, who did the work at nand regardless of the 
hours, but the present standard workday may be considered ten hours. 
While a few factories work on the nine and the eight hour day, the 
overtime worked would offset the exceptions. 

I will say that with few exceptions the workday in Illinois is ten 
hours. I have the figures here tor 1890 and 1900, with the figures to 
bring it up to 1904 on this table, but 1 will not read them. 

It can be safely assumed that the labor agitator would demand and 
fight for the same or greater compensation for eight hours than is now 
paid for ten hours' work. To produce in eight hours what is now pro- 
duced in ten, if only as much were produced per hour, would require 
the addition of buildings, machinery, and plants of all kinds to the 
extent of 25 per cent, as shown in the table. 

The vast sum of $2,838,290,683 would no doubt fall short of the 
actual additional capital necessary to take care of the same amount of 
business, because of the increased cost of all labor and material, and 
because in many cases the additions could not be made to the present 
plants on account of the lack of adjacent ground whereon to build. In 
such cases removal and new plants would be necessary, resulting in 
loss of present plants. In this connection should be considered whether 
employers could procure the increased capital, and if procurable 
whether they would care to put it in so precarious a business as labor 
organizations would make that of manufacturing. 
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All hope of selling our manufactured products abroad must be aban- 
doned if the cost can not be brought down to compare favorably with 
the cost of production elsewhere. It has been the policy of Congress 
to encourage the industries of the country, and under that policy they 
have been developed to a degree never before known in any country. 
It does not seem that they should now be destroyed or crippled by 
legislation at the demand of trades-union agitators, who represent only 
a small fraction of the wage-earners of the country, 

A large number of those in the unions are members by compulsion 
who do not approve of the acts of their organizations in promoting 
mobs and unlawful assemblies, which so shock their sense of right ana 
justice that they drop their memberships at the first opportunity. 

The unions in Illinois have lost largely in numbers by the dropping 
out of those members who have suffered by following the orders of 
their leaders. That the members of the union disapprove and con- 
demn the unlawful acts committed by the direction of their leaders 
is evidenced by the votes they cast at every opportunity in the secrecy 
of the public voting booth in opposition to tne recommendations and 
commands of those who bargain for their delivery. 

The demands of these professional agitators are out of all propor- 
tion to the number of wage-earners they represent and their power 
to deliver votes, which is the club thev have so long held over the 
heads of legislators and the courts. The verdict of the people of 
Omaha, at a judicial election held in that city since the great strike 
was broken, illustrates this forcibly, and it is the best illustration, be- 
cause of the election of those who enforced the law and the defeat of 
those who did not. 

Two of the judges before whom cases growing out of the strike were 
brought, and whose decisions were made strictly according to the law, 
were reelected by large majorities, while one, who sought the labor 
vote, was defeated by a large majority. The attorney wno conducted 
the cases for the strikers, in which connection, by the way, he sought 
to get a writ enjoining the Business Men's Association, was nominated 
as tlie union men's candidate for judge. The union men claimed they 
had in their membership 9,000 votes. This candidate got about 1,500 
votes all told. He has since then changed his views. 

Fear of loss of their places and a chance to earn a living forces manv, 
if not most men, into the union. Their minds and sense of rignt 
may be warped by the teachings of socialists and anarchists, who are 
employed as organizers, but when strikes occur, and the usual viola- 
tions of law and order are resorted to and the natural rights of man 
are trampled upon, they see where they are being led and resent it 
by dropping out as soon as they can, and they lose no opportunity of 
condemning the teachings and practices, when they can do so by cast- 
ing the ballot in secret. 

Many of the manufacturers and employers of Illinois and Nebraska 
f uruisti goods to » he Government. In most cases the proportion of 
such dealings is a small part of the total of their business, but however 
small the per cent is it is important to them, and they do not feel they 
should be legislated out of that privilege. If the measure intends to 
except from its provisions everything furnished to the Government, 
then it would seem that the only object is to spread a drag net to catch 
and destroy the contractor through conspiracies entered into with that 
intent, or for gain. 
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The adoption of the eight-hour standard for a day's work, forbidding 
as it does the wage-earner from working more hours, voluntarily, than 
the limit set in the bill, is class legislation, and a violation, as it seems 
to the lay mind, of the rights guaranteed by the Constitution of the 
United States and the several States. The trades unions have formed 
themselves into a class and demand legislation for their special benefit, 
and at the expense of the nineteen-twentieths of the other people of 
the United States. This nineteen-twentieths are now inquiring why 
the Government should set aside for the benefit of the one-twentieth 
25 per cent of all money appropriated for public works, including the 
expenditures for building our new navy and the construction of the 
Panama Canal. The sentiment of the country is opposed to extrava- 
gance in the expenditure of public money, and will not approve of 
adding to the vast sum now being paid as a bonus to this class. 

The 25 per cent paid above the market for labor would pay for addi- 
tional battle ships, public buildings, fortifications, harbors, and levees, . 
or reduce the public expenditures for such things 25 per cent, to the 
benefit of all and injury to none. When receipts from customs and 
nternal revenue fall off, as is threatened, this proposed reduction in 
expenses will probablj r more than offset the reductions in receipts, 
ana render unnecessary the increase of taxes to provide for the 
expenses of the Government. 

The Illinois association will ask that Mr. Mayer may be heard on behalf 
of our association at a later period, when such time comes as he can 
leave his home, and while it is hardly probable that he will be able to 
appear before this committee next Thursday, on account of the cir- 
cumstances we trust that the committee will hear him at a later period. 
We will make that request. I thank you very much, gentlemen. 

STATEMENT OF ME. H. G. STAVEB, OF CHICAGO. 

Captain Smith explained in the start that the man who was to rep- 
resent us could not be here, and gave the reasons, and, as he told you, 
he made a preparation of onlv a few hours, and for mvself I have no 
preparation whatever. Until this forenoon I was told that I was not 
expected to speak. 

A Bystander. Whom do vou represent? 

Mr. Staver. I am one of the committee of the Illinois Manufac- 
turers' Association, and came here by their request; I am a manufac- 
turer at Chicago. 

Mr. Goebel. In what line of business? 

Mr. Staver. Carriage building. I am here to say a few things from 
a common -sense practical standpoint, and what I may sav I want it 
distinctly understood is not with the idea of causing any ill feeling, or 
in any manner to hurt the feelings of anyone, but, on the contraiy, 
with the desire of advancing the cause of right as I see it. My first 
objection to this bill is that we do not want class legislation. I believe 
it is un-American, unjust, and unfair. I believe that the employees of 
a State or of a municipal government should do their work just as do 
the men on the farm or in the factories, and I further believe that the 
Government should have its work done as cheaply as should an indi- 
vidual or a corporation, and as we are a free people, endowed with cer- 
tain inalienable rights, which we are proud of, to start off and make 
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class legislation would mean to tear down the wall on which this 
Government was founded. It would be the first step in that direction. 

I am not manufacturing goods which would come under this bill — 
unless, perchance, the Government does occasionally buy a buggy, and 
I believe two or three times in our history we have built a few rigs on 
specification — so that I am not interested directly, except as I oppose 
it being class legislation. But I take it that this bill is a stepping- 
stone, as it were, for a national day for working, and a little later we 
would desire to make it universal, and as has been stated here this morn- 
ing by the gentlemen from Cleveland and Mr. Downey, of New York, 
it is an impossibility to make a positive hour-day system and have 
success in all kinds of manufacturing. It is just as impossible as it is 
to stop the sun from rising in the east. 

Many manufacturers produce what is known as seasonable goods — 
goods that have a market, it may be, once or twice during the year. It 
would be impossible for that class to run eight hours a day during the 
year. 

During the dull seasons they may run six hours, and as the busy 
season approaches increase the number to seven and eight hours, and 
in the bus} 7 season run up to nine and ten, and in exceptional cases for 
a month or so up to eleven hours a day. You can appreciate that 
manufacturers in that class, if compelled to work on the eight-hour 
plan, could not produce the same amount of goods in a given time; and 
in addition to that, in order to produce the amount of goods, at times 
would have to increase their force materially, and correspondingly 
when the time was dull, cut down that force. , So that the adoption of 
the eight-hour plan to that class would mean unsteady employment, 
which is not desired by the laboring people nor the manufacturer. 
When you take into account the manufacturing industry of this coun- 
try, the variety, the immense field it covers, considered from the stand- 
point of the manufacturer, you will soon discover that to attempt to 
legislate as to the number of hours that should be worked per day 
would be impractical. 

As was explained to you this morning, there are certain things that 
can not always be done in a certain number of hours. The coal ma}' 
not just burn as it ought to in the cupola, or the blast may not just be 
ready, and the result is that the iron that was to be melted and poured 
in at a certain time, when that time comes has not all run out. It 
would be utter folly to think of stopping that cupola before it was 
emptied. The same thing applies to blast furnaces; the same thing 
can be applied in many places. What little I know of manufacturing 
— of which I have had some experience — I know by actual experience 
that there are many cases where a man can not stop at tne hour 
named without causing a loss to the manufacturer. You have had 
practical illustrations of this point made you bj r the other speakers. 

Last vear we had a strike among the carriage laborers in Cliicago, 
in which we were not directly interested, yet at the same time our 
men were induced to go out in sympathy with the other men; but glad 
to say that after eight days they were satisfied to return, and every- 
thing went on as before. One of the contentions in the strike among 
the carriage men in the city was the question of hours of labor. 
After we had started our works our men asked us if we could not 
accommodate them and shut our factory down on Saturdavs at noon 
instead of 4 o'clock, as had been our custom. After considering the 
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matter with the superintendent and foreman we told them we were 
willing to try it, and did adopt the rule of stopping on Saturday at 
12 o'clock. 

We continued that plan for nearly four months, during which time 
we kept an accurate account of the Work produced, and before the four 
months were up some of the men complained that they w 7 ere not being 
treated fairly; that they could not put in full time on the first day of 
the week, because certain work had not been done on Saturday after- 
noon. 1 might add here in the way of explanation that successful 
manufacturing means that the lumber, iron, and steel starts at one end 
of the factory in its raw form, and as it is worked up, and the iron and 
the wood come together, that they finally land at the farther end of the 
plant all completed ready for shipment^ and the more even the differ- 
ent departments are balanced the more economical and more successful 
the operation of the plant. 

To illustrate the point above made: The painting department in a 
carriage factory is a large item. It may be information to many here 
that a buggy body will receive 18 coats of work before finished, 
.starting in one end of a large room, and as the coats are put on it 
passes on to the other end, ana sometimes into another building, before 
completed. The work is so arranged that a man spends a whole day 
in covering the bodies with a coat, and that coat either is dry enough 
for another by the next day or by the second day, as the case may be, 
so that it keeps passing from one to the other, forming a regular flow 
of work each day. Now, when you come to the finishing coat, which 
is varnish, and you stop your factory at noon on any dav, the work 
which usually would be done that afternoon will make tne next day 
short of a full day, for if the work is varnished to-day it is supposed 
to be ready to hang up the next day, or perchance the secona day. 
By "bang up" we mean to be put together ready for shipment. 

When you stop all the departments at 12 o'clock, as stated, those 
bodies are not finished in the usual way, and the men that do work 
following the bodv after it leaves the varnish room in a finished state 
will be delayed that much time in the regular working day. The 
result is, the men who bring bodies, gears, and wheels from tlie differ- 
ent floors to the floor where it is put together, the men that put up 
the work, and the men that crate the work for shipment were com- 

Selled during that four months to lie idle most of the forenoon on 
Ionday . This illustration is a practical one, and worthy of vour con- 
sideration; and as most of the snops are piecework, and will say for 
ouiaelves it is entirely piecework, you can appreciate that the' men 
who had to be about ana not get their full quota of work, would not 
l>e satisfied. 

Then there are man}* other reasons. During the past two years there 
was a shortage of cars. Sometimes a car has come in an hour before 
closing time, and yet the goods have been crated and ready for ship- 
ment a week. The parties in the country are in a hurry for them. It 
is absolutely necessary that the men who do the loading remain over 
time and got it right out to accommodate the customer, who prob- 
ably has sold lots ot those goods and the parties purchasing them are 
waiting. The same thing is true of receiving cars. When cars are 
slow getting in (we will saj' of iron and steel), and the men in that 
department have run short of material, and as soon as that car comes 
in sight they are anxious to have it in the shop, and then they want 
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the privilege of hustling a few days to bring their department up with 
the oalance of the works. They not only want the privilege of hust- 
ling to accommodate the manufacturer, but they have lost some time 
ana they want to average it up. So I might name you many cases, 
all of which would go to show how impractical it would be to establish 
any number of hours for a day's work with a penalty. 

Most of you gentlemen no doubt watch the markets, look to see 
what investments are in demand, and if you have not given special 
attention to the industrials, I ask you to do so — watch the market. 
The facts are they are scarcely quoted. The industrials of America 
to-day are looked upon as the poorest investment we have. This is 
not an idle statement. If j^ou will investigate thoroughly, you will 
appreciate the force of it, and if you do not think so just come around 
to Captain Smith or myself and we will tell you where you can make 
some good investments; make them quickly and buy at a bargain; get 
them for less than they cost, because nearly without an exception all the 
men engaged in industrial pursuits are not satisfied with their busi- 
ness. The industrial situation is depressed, and capital is receiving a 
less remuneration than in any other lines. Of course I should make 
an exception in a case where a man has a patented article, or some 
thing that is new for which there has sprung up a mushroom demand, 
but that is not staple. 

I am speaking of the staple manufacture, the things that are 
commonplace, used every day. These industrial properties 1 see can 
be bought anywhere for a great deal less than the actual value. You 
may say, why get rid of it. That is the "meat in the cocoanut'*— 
find the buyer. But all this may not have exact bearing on this ques- 
tion of making an arbitrary day for the manufacturer and workmen, 
and yet it does show this, that the manufacturing industries instead of 
needing something to curb it, needs encouragement and assistance. A 
man or company having a large investment in a plant, if they do not 
operate it, it depreciates in value very rapidly, and the result is he is 
compelled to keep the wheels rolling even though it is not profitable. 

Now, because we have had a great boom in the last six or seven 
years, manufacturers have all been busy, consequently labor advanced, 
material advanced, everything advanced, and everybody made a little 
money, but for the last six months (and some of us will go back a 
year), and probably the statements that have been made by some of 
our most successful manufacturers, advising us to call a halt, go slow, 
curtail expenses; in short, they would say, seethe u handwriting on 
the wall." It is there; we may not be able to see it, but it is there, 
which says, look out. We have tilled the country with everything it 
wants, and to-day the supply is greater than the demand, with the 

Erospect of the demand growing still less, and yet in the face of that 
ibor is desiring to have wages advanced higher, making it still harder 
for the manufacturer. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, if I were permitted to give you advice, 
I would sav, instead of fixing the eight-hour law, or any kind of a law 
covering the wage question, turn your attention toward opening the 
markets of the world and give us a chance to get out this product, and 
thereby keep our factories running full. If labor can continue to hold 
its present wages and be kept employed, they are in better position 
than any class of people in any country on this globe; and if permitted 
to digress a little to the manufacturer— to the men who stay at home 
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and keep the wheels of commerce rollings — it is a surprise to them that 
our legislators, knowing that the demand to-day for goods is not equal 
to the supply, knowing that the manufacturers, instead of being 
crowded to the limits, are running short of orders, are laying off their 
help, knowing that we are almost up against (shall 1 say a panic i) — 
against something, that you do not look around and see what you can 
do to help raise the embargo and put us in position so that we can 
market our product profitably in foreign market as well as at home. 

Do not know that I have anything further to say except as stated in 
the beginning, that we are utterly opposed to any law that stipulates 
a certain number of hours for labor and no more." 

First. Because it is impractical. 

Second. Because it is unjust and unfair to the manufacturer or the 
laborer. In fact, gentlemen, it can not be done; *do not ask us to 
accept impossibilities. 

Mr. Caldwell. Before you take your seat let me ask you whether 
you have submitted the feature of this bill that only a certain number 
of hours' work shall be done in each twenty-four— whether you have 
talked that over with any of your mechanics and gotten their views? 

Mr. Staver. I have not had any special talk with them about it. 
I think that you could take a petition and go through that shop and 
tell them this is an application for an eight-hour law and the majority 
would sign it, but if tne gentleman who had this paper to be signed 
would permit me to make proper explanation, give the men the true 
facts, state them fairly, 1 do not think that one man in ten would 
sign it. 

Mr. Goebel. How many men do you employ ? 

Mr. Staver. About 400. 

Mr. Goebel. Is that because they are afraid of you? 

Mr. Staver. No, sir; they are not afraid of me, nor I of them. 
We are neighbors with each other, and all good fellows. I have men 
that have worked at the bench there for twenty-five years. 

Mr. Goebel. It would be because you would demonstrate to them 
that it was a bad thing ? 

Mr. Staver. Yes, sir; it would be because I told them that it was 
impracticable. I believe they have confidence in me, because I believe 
they believe that 1 am their friend. 

Mr. Du Brul. I want to ask you a question which may be outside 
of your knowledge, or perhaps it is inside. Do you know anything 
about the strike, and have you heard anything of th e inside of the 
strike in the H. W. Caldwell Sons Company in Chicago? 

Mr. Staver. No, sir. 

Mr. Du Brul. As 1 understand the matter the strike was a nine-hour 
strike. The shops were running fifty-four hours a week. Two sepa- 
rate and distinct secret votes of the employees were overwhelmingly in 
favor of maintaining the fifty-four-hour week with the half-day Satur- 
day holiday, but when they were ordered out by their organization 
they went out', although they voted in their own shop, without any 
outside influence, overwhelmingly in favor of the longer day five days 
a week and the short day on Saturday. 

Mr. Staver. 1 might add here I think as a whole 

Mr. Hearst. Was this a secret ballot? 

Mr. Du Brul. An absolutely secret ballot in the shop of the men. 

Mr. Hearst. How did it become public, then? 
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Mr. CKConnell. Because Mr. Caldwell counted the votes. The 
proprietor counted the votes. 

Mr. Du Brul. Mr. Caldwell left it to the men. 

Mr. O'Connell. And the votes were taken inside of the office of the 
company and counted by the office force of Mr. Caldwell. 

Mr. Du Brul. It is to be supposed that the men had representatives 
there. 

Mh O'Connell. They had not. 

Mr. Staver. 1 believe that manufacturers, as a whole, are honor- 
able men, who believe in the golden rule — to do unto others as they 
wish to be done by. It is true there inay be a few black sheep among 
them — in fact, you will find them among all classes — but when you 
take them as a body there are no fairer men represented on this 
American continent, and 1 am willing to put with these manufacturers 
the majority of the men who work. 

There is another thing I will speak of since vou have gotten me 
started again — something that wants to be thought about. You ihake 
eight hours a day, for instance, no. matter whether vou make it posi- 
tive or uot, have you thought about the farmer? ftave you thought 
about the men working on the farm? Do you think he could make a 
success of farming working eight hours a day if Do you know that 
because of the high wages and shorter hours we have brought to the 
manufacturers the boys drawn from the farms, and they are coming 
so fast that it is almost impossible for the farmer to secure labor under 
any conditions ? Do you know that this is really a serious problem i 
If you do not I beg of you to investigate it. You certainly read the 
papers, and you notice what they say when this time comes. Thou- 
sands of cars of grain are wasted because help can not be gotten. Now 
the laboring man, if it were not because he could do better in the fac- 
tory or in the city, would remain on the farm and be content, and the 
majority, even with the advantages in the factory — if they were as 
well informed as the}* ought to be — would be much better off, even 
under the present conditions, on the farm. So that I think they ought 
to have consideration, because the foundation of all wealth, the very 
source from which we live, comes from the farm. 

STATEMENT OF ME. EDWIN FEEEGAED, OF ST. LOUIS, MO. 

My name is Edwin Freegard. I am secretary of the National 
Employing Printers' Association, called the United Typothette of 
America. The businesses coming within the sphere of that organization 
are book and job offices; that is, the competitive printing business of 
the country, and I refer to that so that you may understand that what 
is known as the newspaper publishing business and thegeneral print- 
ing business of the country are not identical. The newspaper publisher 
does not compete at all on manufacturing lines. I make tnese remarks 
because it seems to me they follow the line of the inquiries that were 
made this morning. 

A newspaper publisher makes his profits out of his advertising. 
His first idea is that he shall extend his circulation so that he can get 
an increased value for what is known as the agate line — that is the 
single-column measure, 14 to the inch. If he can get the sum of $4 
for an insertion in that line as his charge, that is his ambition. His 
circulation must necessarily be increased in order to get to that place; 
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and getting to that place he can demand any value in reason for the 
space that Tie sells to the advertiser. 

I want this understood, because the question of the newspaper being 
published in seven hours or six hours, as in many cases it is, or in 
eight hours or ten hours or twelve hours, is not in the real question, 
because that business is not competitive in the line of manufacturing, 
but is competitive in the line of circulation; and when a newspaper is 
willing to give a couple of large volumes, worth a couple of dollars, 
simply to secure one more subscriber for the period of eighteen months, 
we can understand the value that they are putting upon the circulation 
and the small value that they put upon the cost of production. 

I do not suppose that there is a publisher publishing a daily paper 
to-day who gets anything out of the value of tne papers he sells. 1 do 
not suppose there is a margin of profit obtained for the manufacturer 
on the paper. And if you do not mind my introducing my remarks 
on this with that illustration I will do so, because I want to eliminate 
from what I have to say the influence of the newspaper publishing 
department. 

Mr. Hearst. Does that refer to the manufacturer of the white paper 
which we substituted for that particular newspaper illustration ? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, certainly. Now, the gentleman who spoke 
this morning mentioned the linotype machines. Those machines will 
do the work of four men, no matter how industrious those men might 
be. For instance, if a man could produce 1,000 ems of composition 
in an hour — supposing that a man could do that much — a machine 
could do four or perhaps five times as much as that, the amount the 
machine will turn out depending somewhat on the expertness of the 
man who works it. Ana while the bulk of a newspaper is being 
enlarged, if you compare it with the number of men employed on the 
paper, the number of the men employed is not so great. 

Mr. Hearst. 1 would like to dispute that fact. 

Mr. Freegard. I am speaking from my judgment. Of course the 
number of these composing machines in use has displaced men. 

Mr. Schulteis. The linotype does not explain the matter of the 
white paper you were speaking about. 

Mr. Freegard. The gentleman this morning explained that. 

Mr. Schulteis. You wanted to come back to the white paper and 
give the illustration why wages have increased and hours of labor 
decreased in that particular manufacture. 

Mr. Freegard. The reason why wages are high in a newspaper 
office is simply because the newspaper can not suspend publication. 
There are some of our members who have job offices in connection 
with their newspaper offices, and they are the weakest elements that 
we have in our organization. They are afraid to suspend publication 
one day, as if it would matter whether a country newspaper should 
suspend publication for one day or not. The timid itv of the publisher 
is such that they almost always, or generally, yield to the demands 
made by labor organizations, and it is not because the cost of their 
labor is an element in the business. That is eliminated. They aim to 
make their money out of their advertising patronage. 

Mr. Schulteis. You have not come to the white paper business 
vet. 

Mr. Freegard. Because I do not know anything of it. 1 know 
there was a time when it cost 13 cents a pound, and it costs only two 
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or three cents a pound to-day. There are many causes for that, 1 
suppose. 1 do not believe that that has anything to do, however, with 
the other question. I am explaining why the labor in a composition 
office is not to be put on a par with the ordinary labor of the countr\\ 

Mr. Hearst. The point is, that in cases of that kind, like r,he manu- 
facture of white paper, it is possible to reduce the cost of the product 
and also increase the wages and limit the hours of work. 

Mr. Goebel. Is there not a combination and monoply in that? 

Mr. Freegard. That is possible; but the point we are here to-day 
to consider is the provisions of this bill, which is called the eight-hour 
bill for Government contracts. Those who have had this bill prepared 
and submitted say to you: u This is not our finality. We want you to 
introduce this because we want an eight-hour working day introduced 
all over the country, and if you will give us that, that is the thin end 
qf the wedge, and the result of the passage of this bill will be that we 
will all be working, after a while, on a shorter work day." Their 
reasoning is good, but I do not think their principles are good, and I 
do not think they understand their own welfare or the welfare of the 
people with whom they are associated. 

Mr. Hughes. It is true, I presume, that great strides have been 
made in labor-saving machinery? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Continually, and are being made. Now, assuming 
that the labor organizations attempt to control the increased output 
that flows from the invention of labor-saving machinery by shorten- 
ing the hours of labor; holding as you do that that is wrong in prin- 
ciple, what do you suggest? 

Mr. Freegard. I flunk the idea that the labor is reduced in quan- 
tity by the introduction of machinery is a fallacy. 

Mr. Hughes. Increased in quantity? 

Mr. Freegard. No; I say tnat the idea that labor, that the amount 
of labor for disposal, is decreased in quantity by the introduction of 
labor-saving machinery, is a fallacy ? 

Mr. O'Connell. No such claim is made. 

Mr. Schulteis. You made the claim a while ago 

Mr. Freegard. The idea is that by the introduction of machinery 
a shorter work day is made available. 

Mr. Hughes, xes; but I was assuming that the labor organizations 
attempt to control the labor-saving devices that are inventedby spread- 
ing the benefits among the members of their organizations, and assum- 
ing that that is wrong in principle, what have you to offer? To put a 
concrete illustration, the lineotype machine displaces a large number 
of workmen? 

Mr. Freegard. At the introduction of it. 

Mr. Hughes. And the labor organizations attempted to meet that 
by decreasing the hours of labor. Since the introduction of the lino- 
type machines, as I understand it. the eight-hour day has come into 
effect in printing offices where tne machines are used, to a greater 
extent than before, at least? 

Mr. Freegard. 1 do not think that has anything to do with the 
question at all. I think that a publisher wants to get his paper out 
in the shortest time possible, in the fewest number of hours. It gives 
him the opportunity of taking in late advertising and information 
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from all over the country, and if he had his paper all set up at an early 
hour in the evening he would have to do it all over ag^in. 

Mr. Hughes. If ten men could get out a newspaper by hand, and 
five men could get it out with linotype machines 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. The ten men who were getting it out by hand, who 
were working fourteen hours a day, would be in favor of reducing the 
hours to eight and employing the other men who would be displaced 
at the reduced hours? 

Mr. Freegard. It is not a matter of my opinion. It is a matter of 
social operation. It is not a question of what 1 think. If you ask 
me, I say for a man to work nine hours a day is about the right time. 
Some eleven years ago we worked in the printing business — or to go 
back a little further than that, in 1887 we worked in the printing 
business — ten hours a day, and we had an agitation among the labor- 
ing people who wanted an eight-hour day, and they ultimately came 
to us with a proposition for a nine-hour day, a straightout proposition 
for a nine-hour day, and we met in the city of Chicago and consulted 
over the proposition and decided that the nine-hour day was impracti- 
cable, ana we formed the United Typothetae of America, and the matter 
was settled for a number of years. 

But in course of time the minds of the men who ran the business 
changed. They saw that the introduction of this labor-saving 
machinery would enable them to shorten the workday, and the result 
was that in 1897 we had a conference in Syracuse, N. Y., between five 
members from the United Typothetee, five members from the Typo- 
graphical Union, and five members from the printers and five from 
the pressmen; and we consulted on this proposition, and, after having 
a tussle for about three days, we all evolved the principle that the 
working-day could be shortened, and we eliminated one hour — a half 
an hour and the next year another half an hour — and then we brought 
it down to a nine-hour day, and that is the working-day to-day. If 
you were to fix eight hours for a day, that would not do. You deter- 
mine that a man snail not be permitted to work more than eight hours. 

If you were to omit this prescription and let a man work as many 
hours as convenient, how would that do, with an additional price paid 
for the extra overtime work? You see what the proposition is: It is 
not that you make a positive eight or nine or ten hour workday, but 
you have affected the scale of wages. Let me suppose the case of a 
man getting 30 cents an hour who continues on the same rate on the 
eight-hour day. He would, of course, get 30 cents less each day. 
Now, suppose he goes ahead and works that ninth hour on an over- 
time plan. Instead of 30 cents he gets 45 cents for that hour. What 
has he done? Shortened his day? Not at all; he has increased his 



Instead of getting 30 cents an hour, he gets 30 cents an hour for 
eight hours, and for the last hour of the nine hours he gets 45 cents. 
If that is agreed to between the labor organizations and the employ- 
ers, that is all right. 1 am not fighting labor organizations. We 
claim the right to run an open shop. Half of the members run an 
open shop. I do personally; I have some union and some nonunion 
men in my shop. That is the ideal shop, and the most conducive to 
progress. And one of the reasons that I am here to oppose this bill 
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is because it is to put a limit to individual enterprise and ambition, 
and because the very men who are supposed to be benefited will be 
injured by it. 

1 was brought up a printer. I served ten years as a printer. I 
served as a journeyman, and there have been times when 1 belonged to 
labor unions. Whenever 1 considered it as no longer to my interest 
to belong to one of those unions I went straight to the office and said, 
" Gentlemen, your association does not suit me; it has got terms in it 
that I regard as a disadvantage to my enterprising habits, and, con- 
sequently, please take my name off your rolls.' In London one of the 
men that 1 went to with that request said, " I think you are making a 
mistake." I said, "That may be, but you will permit me to exercise 
my own judgment in regard to what is best for me." What has been 
the result? I have been in business for myself for thirty years. Why 
should not these men be in business for themselves? Take old Ben 
Franklin. He would work twenty-five hours a day. 

Mr. O'Connell. All captains, and no soldiers; is that the idea? 

Mr. Freegard. Don't you worry about that. That natural law of 
equality will control things. But I tell you that the laborers make 
a mistake in this direction. What they want is to reduce them- 
selves to the level of the lowest and bring those who are the best 
down to the level of the poorest workmen. You want to have ambi- 
tions. Of course I am getting somewhat into a lecture instead of 
speaking directly to this bill, but it grows out of it. The principles of 
this bill are fundamentally wrong, simply because they take away the 
right of a man to work as many hours as he pleases, and they also 
bring him down to the level of the lowest workman. 

And I would like to refer to this fact, that it may be said that this 
bill has no application to public printing. There I would like to make 
an explanation. Many of the offices through the country do occasional 
contract work for the Government. Take those especially for the 
Post-Office Department. They are working nine hours a day, and the 
sore place with their employees is this, that the Government employees 
in the Government offices work eight hours a day. Why should a 
Government employee, engaged to do a specific kind of work, work 
less hours than tne employed workmen throughout the country ? 

It is a cause of discontent, and it is because of this discontent, stimu- 
lated by the Government, that the labor leaders throughout the country 
have taken advantage of it and are endeavoring to make it go further. 
It is the tendency of class against class. It is a natural outcome of 
human nature. What we want is an open field for everyone. We 
want to be sure that we can enjoy the rights that have been assured us 
under the Constitution of the United States. We do not want any 
favors. We do not want any other man to have favors. 

The viciousness of the bill is indicated by the exceptions made in the 
closing paragraph. It was evident that the thing could not be carried 
out to its fullest extent, and consequently there have been quite a num- 
ber of exceptions made. The paragraph I want to call attention to is 
the last in the bill, in which there are certain exceptions for emer- 
gency work and for work to be done in time of war, and it is provided 
that these exceptions are to be determined by an officer engaged in the 
work. What does that mean? 

That simply means that wherever there is a job for the Government 
during time of war or a time when war is imminent, or in any other 



EIGHT HOOKS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 117 

case when in the opinion of the inspector or other officer in charge 
any great emergency exists, the officer in charge of that particular 
job— and it will take a great many officers to take care of that work — 
that such man, who in such an emergency shall be selected as the one 
to direct that work, shall have the power to determine whether an 
emergency exists. Now, I say it respectfully, that there is a possi- 
bility of a good deal of graft in this sort of legislation. That is 
understood as a slang word for perquisites. It gives a great oppor- 
tunity for those who want to to see an emergency when there is no 
emergency. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you use that in the St. Louis sense of the word? 

Mr. Freegard. 1 do not hesitate to say, yes. It is also in the New 
York sense of the word. We want, in all the legislation of this coun- 
try, simplicity. We do not want any partial legislation, such as this 
suggests, with loopholes for trickery and for graft. 

Mr. Schulteis. You say that you run an open shop now ? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you pay time and half time for overtime, or 
double time? 

Mr. Freegard. We pay the full thypothet® scale. 

Mr. Schulteis. What is it, time and half time, or double time? 

Mr. Freegard. Time and a half for certain hours, and Sundays two 
prices; what are called national holidays, two prices. 

Mr. Schulteis. Double time? 

Mr. Freegard. No, sir; it is i 

Mr. Schulteis. That is on holidays and Sundays? 

Mr. Freegard. On holidays and on Sundays a man gets two prices. 

Mr. Bartholdt. And you pay the same for union and nonunion 
men? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir; we had to make an agreement with the 
labor organizations. We have about a thousand firms connected with 
us, and it is the general plan for an agreement to be drawn; and these 
agreements are expected to bind all the members, so that none shall 
have opportunity for competition which is unfair. 

Mr. Hughes. A nonunion member then benefits by the organiza- 
tion of the union members? 

Mr. Freegard. That is the assumption, that they would not get 
as much pay as the union. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you think they do? 

Mr. Freegard. i es, sir; I think they would get more, even. As 
you see, you are bringing all your men down to the lowest. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there anything in the agreement to prevent you 
from paying more to a good many ? 

Mr. Hughes. No, no; nothing. It is a very common practice. In 
fact, I suppose in every large office there are men who get more than 
the regular scale. 

Mr. Bartholdt. That is day work, not night work? 

Mr Freegard. Not night work. I am not referring to newspapers. 
Thev make their own scale. 

The National Publishers' Association adjust their own affairs. They 
have a commissioner, Mr. Frederick Driscoll, who attends to that. 
There is an agreement extending up to May 1, 1907, an agreement 
binding both parties, that the working day shall be fifty-four hours 
for the week. 
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Mr. Gilbert. I understood vou to say that you represented about 
1,000 firms? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there not any agreement to charge uniform prices 
for work among those firms? 

Mr. Freegard. We are not a price-making organization. 

Mr. Schulteis. But is it not a fact that an agreement does exist 
between the book and job firms right here in Washington? 

Mr. Freegard. You probably know about that as well as 1 do. 

Mr. Schulteis. It exists in Chicago among your people. 

Mr. Freegard. I know there are organizations of labor and of 
employers for the purpose of controlling not only labor, but the price 
question, and in the city of Chicago particularly, unfortunately, an 
un-American system prevails. 

Mr. Schulteis. You have insisted upon the importance of preserv- 
ing the individuality of the laboring man. Have you preserved the 
individuality of the employer by the making of these agreements and 
combinations? 

Mr. Freegard. We have done that for the sake of harmony and 
good feeling and avoidance of disputes. 

Mr. Schulteis. And to avoid that you confederate together? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir; and our idea is that the agreement shall 
be made with the association, because then it combines all the members 
of the association. 

Mr. Schulteis. Would, it not be a good thing to preserve the indi- 
viduality of the employers and the firms that engage the services of 
the laboring people* 

Mr. Freegard. For what purpose ? 

Mr. Schulteis. To preserve the traditions of old Ben Franklin, and 
American citizenship, and the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Freegard. If you knew the practices of the printers who com- 
pete in business, you would think they had a good deal of individu- 
ality. 1 doubt whether the printing business pays 10 per cent. I am 
tola that the general sentiment is that competitive prices in printing 
leave so small a margin that it is a question whether it is worth while 
to continue in business. You know what competition is. The man 
who thinks he can turn out the work cheapest makes a bid for it, and 
he may make a mistake. We advertise from State to State and send 
men out into the surrounding territory for the purpose of soliciting 
work, and every city is doing the same thinjr. Chicago comes into 
St. Louis territory, and St. Louis invades Chicago territory, and all 
the cities around all compete for the same work; and while we have 
no scheme such as is suggested by the gentleman over there, and 
there is no certain systematic price arrangement by which competition 
is eliminated, personally I wish there were. 

Mr. Schulteis. There does exist such a thing. 

Mr. Freegard. You are making the assertion. You know what 
you are talking about. 

Mr. Schulteis. I do. I got a job submitted last year, a yearly job 
of $30,000 a year, to the book and job printers of Washington, and 
there were twenty-five or thirty bidders, and the difference in the bids 
from that number of bidders was not $10. 

Mr. Freegard. That shows that they are getting together and fixing 
the value of their stuff, and 1 think that is a good thing, if they do. 
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Mr. Schultei8. Yes; I thought so. The individuality of the pub- 
lisher is eliminated. 

Mr. Freegard. You could not tell where a man's individuality 
reaches. There are lots of things that are affected by it; for instance, 
the capacity that he has for producing work in a given time. There 
are a number of reasons why work should be given to a particular 
person or persons, even though there were a number of others bidding 
the same figure for the work. 

Mr. Du Brul. Can such a thing come about in this way, that the 
purchasing of the materials, and the rate of wages and so on, being 
about on the same level — now, I am not saying that it is so — would it 
not be possible that they might be on the same level as to the burden 
of expense upon them, and so forth, so that it would be very natural 
for them to have about the same prices? 

Mr. Freegard. 1 do not believe an article has sixteen prices. 

Mr. O'Connell. I can ask for a bid on an article above a certain 
amount, say $500, and I tell you that that bid-can not be gotten within 
a certain number of hours, it can not be gotten until it passes into 
certain hands, in the book and job trade of Washington, and then the 
man who gets the bid in the first place has a right to it, provided the 
others do not make any difference in it. 

Mr. Freegard. If vou ask me, take this book for instance [holding 
up book], if that book has sixteen values to it, I say no. It has one 
value. Whether the persons who make bids on it give sixteen prices, 
is a different matter. 

Mr. O'Connell. It has cost us just $2,000 to get your men together 
since your Typothetee was organized. 

Mr. Freegard. What do you want to accept it for? Why do you 
not get away ? 

Mr. O'Connell. We have just gotten away from Chicago, where 
we had the same thing, and we have come here and gotten into it here. 

Mr. Freegard. 1 have here a copy of some resolutions which I 
would like to read. 

First. That a compulsory eight-hour workday, such as herein provided for, is class 
legislation of the worst kind, and instead of being an advantage would work lasting 
injury to mechanics and laborers, by reason of its limiting free personal action and 
the necessity for increased taxation to carry on the business of the country. 

Second. That it is contrary to the Declaration of Independence, which affirms 
"that all men are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights," among 
which are " Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness ;" and that the Constitution 
of the United States has not empowered Congress to interfere with the industrial 
liberty of the individual to work few or many hours, according as his needs and 
best judgment may suggest. 

Third. That a compulsory eight-hour workday would make it necessary for the 
Government to pay largely increased amounts for carrying out its contracts; that 
these largely increased amounts would be equivalent to a subsidy in the interest of 
certain workmen, without any corresponding advantage; that it would make it obli- 
gatory for contractors to possess larger capital to provide machinery necessary to 
furnish in a day of eight hours the same product that can be obtained in the present 
ordinary workday, which is of greater length, and would therefore necessarily restrict 
competition. 

Fourth. That a compulsory eight-hour workday would involve in serious con- 
fusion the business regulations of establishments whose contracts on other than 
Government work are based on a longer workday, even though the character of the 
work were the same, as well as create dissatisfaction among the workmen. 

Fifth. That such an eight-hour workday would tend to coerce business of all kinds, 
irrespective of Government contracts, to conform to its reouirements; and would in- 
terfere with and cramp enterprise and development, ana would restrict the pro- 
ductive capacity of the country's manufacturing establishments. 
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Sixth. That the people as a whole are content, and in no way desire interference 
by Congress in the regulation of their industrial affairs, the adjustment of any dif- 
ferences in regard to which can be secured by mutual conference and arbitration; 
that the labor organizations agitating for this legislation are attempting to forcibly 
obtain that which by natural and social obligations they are not entitled to; that 
members of these labor organizations do not represent more than one-tenth of the 
labor interests of the country, and that if permitted to fairly express themselves 
even they, in a majority of instances, would be recorded as indifferent to any such 
legislation. 

As an interlude I would like to say that in the city of Chicago a 
vote was taken of the typographical union there as to whether they 
should contribute a certain amount for the bringing about of an eight- 
hour workday, and there is a report of it to the effect that when that 
vote was taken two-thirds of the ballots were against the paying of a 
subscription. 

Mr. O'Connell. Those people were against giving up their money. 

Mr. Freegard. I simply refer to that as an absolute fact recorded 
in a publication which is issued in the interests of labor. 

Mr. O'Connell. They had so little money that they did not want to 
give any of it up. 

Mr. Freegard. The resolutions continue: 

Seventh. That pressure is brought to bear on representatives of the people to secure 
passage of this bill by those whose desire is to further their own selnsh ends, and is 
not warranted by the needs of workmen or by national conditions; that the aim is to 
coerce citizens w'hose manufacturing and commercial enterprise have elevated this 
great country to its proud position among the nations, and in consequence of which 
so large an amount of prosperity has of late years prevailed; that the enactment of 
this bill would negative this prosperous condition, to the great injury also of those 
whose interests it professes to advance. 

Eighth. That the example furnished by the experience of Great Britain, whose 
manufacturing activities have been so largely restricted because of regulations enforced 
upon its manufacturers by legislation and the dominating power of labor organizations, 
so as to seriouslv affect its commercial standing, should be a warning to the law- 
makers of the United States of the harmful result of undue meddling with the 
industrial affairs of the people. 

Ninth. That the desire to secure or retain political power through concessions of 
the kind demanded in this eight-hour bill is a reflection upon our national honor, 
subversive of the principles of the Constitution, and destructive to business interests, 
as well as encouraging the alignment of one class of citizens in antagonism to another 
class. 

Mr. O'Connell. In the seventh clause there you say the gentlemen 
who are advocating this bill are doing it for a selfish purpose. 

Mr. Freegard. That is what this document says. 

Mr. O'Connell. You are reading your document. I suppose you 
stand for it. 

Mr. Freegard. I will tell you what they mean by that, that there 
are certain men who are regarded as leaders of labor whose living, 
salary, occupation, is entirely dependent upon the results thev pro- 
duce by the agitations they make throughout the country. We say 
they have to earn their salaries — that is the common expression — ancl 
they are earning their salaries by disseminating principles that are 
wrong, erroneous, and 

Mr. O'Connell. Then you do not mean to convey dishonest motives? 

Mr. Freegahd. Oh, no. 

Mr. O'Connell. 1 did not know but what you did. 

Mr. Freegard. No, sir; the labor leaders have to do something for 
•the money they receive. 

Mr. O'Connell. The same as you do? 
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Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. I do not suppose the secretary of any 
manufacturers' association here to-day would say that he was not trying 
to earn his money. But that does not alter the condition of things. 
You are appealing to the Congress of the United States to grant you a 
favor. 1 have never known people in the printing business to approach 
Congress and ask for favors, or any other manufacturing business. 

Mr. Hughes. There are very few manufacturers who are not ask- 
ing for favors at the hands of Congress. 

Mr. Freegard. What I mean is that you are asking, under the guise 
of it being for the benefit of the country at larjje, that this bill shall 
be passed, such as the principle of protection which prevails, and sub- 
sidy, such as was mentioned this morning. It is so that we may 
maintain for ourselves the advantages that we have accumulated by 
our industry and intelligence, and so forth. 

Mr. Hughes. You were here this morning? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. I see that there is something in this document which 
say 8 that manufacturing in England has been restricted. It reads: 

That the example furnished by the experience of Great Britain, whose manufac- 
turing activities have been so largely restricted because of regulations enforced upon 
its manufacturers by legislation and the dominating power of labor organizations, so 
as to seriously affect its commercial standing, should be a warning to the lawmakers 
of the United States of the harmful result of undue meddling with the industrial 
affairs of the people. 

Do you remember Mr. Downey stating this morning that English 
workmen in English shipbuilding exceed the amount of work and give 
greater profits than American workmen with the same materials and 
the same tools by 60 per cent? 

Mr. Freegard. Yes, sir. He was speaking for one particular class 
of business. It is a matter which is so universally testified to that 
there can be no doubt about it that the manufacturer in England is 
tied up almost hand and foot by legislation — sanitary legislation, legis- 
lation as to hours of working. You can hardly pick up a trade publi- 
cation without finding suggestions of that character. 

Mr. Hughes. Now, 1 will just read you again from this bulletin of 
the Bureau of Labor, published in January, 1904. I read from page 
28, from the article by Mr. Hills, of the Thames Iron Works Ship- 
building and Engineering Company. He says: 

But this is not all. The true criterion of manufacturing progress is to be found 
not in quantity alone, but as it may be combined with quality. Cheap construction 
is good, but first-class craftsmanship is better. How do we stand in this matter? 
Sell praise is no recommendation, but I think we may with proper pride point to the 
iact that the I. J. B. Shikishima (which was designed, built, engined, armored, 
armed, and puk through her trials in the record time of thirty months) has been 
recently made the flagship of the Japanese navy, and we may note that the engines 
of H. M. S. Duncan, Cornwallis, and Albemarle have passed through the most exten- 
• give trials without even water on their bearings, and that the gun trials have been 
completed without damage of any kind. 

These ships were built by this concern operating on an eight-hour 
basis in competition with concerns operating on a nine-hour basis. 

Mr. Freegard. Of course there may be concerns that can run on 
an eight-hour basis. What we sav is that Congress should not meddle 
in this thing; that it is a matter that will adjust itself by the ordinary 
interchange, if Congress will just keep their hands off of it, as they 
should. We ask that their laborers shall not assault our laborers, and 
not do things which are violent, and destroy property. Quit work 
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when you want to; if you want to quit in a body, quit; but when you 
quit just simply leave us and let us be, and go away from us, and we 
will get along ourselves, and if we can not get help to take your places 
then we will give you what you want. W e do not say that it is com- 
ing; but if an arrangement ever comes, it should come between a 
national organization of employers and employees. 

Mr. O'Connell. How can it come from the employers on the open- 
shop policy ? 

Mr. Freegard. What has that to do with it? I will tell you. I 
went into the Syracuse conference and they said: "You gentlemen 
here represent the U. T. A. ; what guarantee can 3 y ou give us if we 
enter into a shorter-day agreement with you that you can bring it 
about?" We said: "We can give you no promises at all except tnat 
we live of us will undertake to do that. But we are empowered by 
our organization to make an adjustment of some kind." 

Mr. O'Connell. The agreement was made by the organization? 

Mr. Freegard. It was made in the name of the organization by us 
five men. 

Mr. O'Connell. Exactty. 

Mr. Freegard. But we might have turned to you and asked you, 
" What guarantee can you give us that you bind all your men?" 

Mr. O'Connell. The same agreement that we made with them. 

Mr. Freegard. Yes; that is all you could give. 

Mr. O'Connell. But my question is, if you run an open shop and 
there is no organization, how can you ever begin 

Mr. Freegard. If a memberof the open shop belongs to our organi- 
zation, he is bound by the organization. I pay the scale because I 
belong to the St. Louis Typotnete. I have not the slightest desire 
to do anything else, and I think that the open shops stand in exactly 
the same position with us. 

Mr. O'Connell. My point is that the unorganized men, the unrep- 
resented men, with whom you make a contract, do not represent the 
unorganized men in the open shop. How can you make a contract 
with these printers to govern these men? You can not take a man by 
the neck and say, "You must do this," but you make an agreement 
with the organization that it will do this. 

Mr. Freegard. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. How can you make a contract with a man through 
them whom they do not represent? 

Mr. Freegard. We can not do it any more than you do with your 
unions when they throw down an agreement. 

Mr. O'Connell. Then your suggestion that it should be done by 
contract between mutual organizations can not be carried out; that 
can not be done? 

Mr. Freegard. It has been done. 

Mr. Goebel. It was a mere matter of contract with the individuals? 

Mr. Freegard. No, sir; the matter is that the United Typothete 
represents about 60 per cent of the typothete of the country, and 
wnen that 60 per cent sets the example the balance of the country fol- 
lows it. Men will not work ten hours where they can work less. 

Mr. Goebel. I submit this is a little beside the question. 
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STATEMENT OF ME. CHARLES F. WALZ, OF CINCINNATI. 

I represent the Citizens' Industrial Association of America, and am 
here for the purpose of reading a resolution that was adopted by that 
organization in its convention at Indianapolis, on Monday or Tuesday 
of this week. I merely desire to preface my remarks with that state- 
ment, in order that you may understand. 

A Member. What does tnat organization do? What is its purpose? 

Mr. Walz. It is composed of the various employers' organizations, 
manufacturers' organizations, trade organizations, and citizens' alli- 
ances and associations of the entire country, hundreds of these organi- 
zations being in there and the membership running up into many, 
many thousands. Now, this organization is the national body in rela- 
tion to these local organizations just on the same principle, to a certain 
extent, as the American Federation of Labor is the head of the local 
unions of the various cities and to a certain extent it serves the same 

I)urpose. You will understand it is the national body under which the 
ocal organizations cooperate and work together. 

The Chairman. What is the object of the organization? 

Mr. Walz. It has many objects. 

Mr. Schulteis. What is the object? Just be frank with us. 

Mr. Walz. The object in the first place is to enforce the law. 

Mr. Schulteis. Wnat law? 

Mr. Walz. The law of the land. In other words, when the unions 
go out on strikes to see that the law is enforced, and to say to the 
strikers that they must be decent American citizens and obey the law. 
That is the first purpose of the organization, and the next is to bring 
forward the proposition of the open shop — the orjen-shop proposition, 
that every man shall work without class distinctions. Around these 
two propositions everything else centers; especially upon the enforce- 
ment of the law. 

Mr. Schulteis. You believe, then, that the present officers of the 
law are not sufficient to carry out the law ? Wno is the president of 
your organization? 

Mr. Walz. Hon. D. M. Parry, of Indianapolis. These resolutions 
read: 

Resolved, That the eight-hour bill now pending before Congress is an invasion of 
the rights and liberties of the laboring men of this country, because it prohibits the 
employment of any workman more than eight hours in any one calendar day, how- 
ever much he may desire to work longer and however necessary it may be for him 
to do so. 

Resolved, That it is also detrimental to the industrial interests of this country. 

Resolved, That this effort to fix by law the wage or hours of labor is distinctly 
socialistic in its tendency and destructive of the right of free contract between 
employer and employee. 

Beit further resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the chairman of the 
Educational and Labor Committee of both the House of Representatives and Senate 
and to each member of such committee. 

This, gentlemen, I was asked to present to you. 

Mr. Caldwell. That was passed, you say, this week? 

Mr. Walz. Yes, sir; this week, unanimously; and I was asked to 
present it here at this hearing. 

A Bystander. Did it occur to you that this organization was social- 
istic and illegal? 
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Mr. Walz. It had not struck me that it was particularly social- 
istic; no. The organization condemns anything that tends toward 
socialism. 

A Bystander. You have put a narrow interpretation upon the 
word "socialism." Socialism means any combination in violation of 
the laws of the land to effectuate any purpose. 

Mr. Walz. I think that definition is faulty. It is not the common 
acceptation of that term. 

A Bystander. I see it is not. Socialism maj be a combination of 
capitalists and manufacturers as well as a combination of laborers. 

Mr. Walz. The socialism to which these gentlemen refer is not of 
that kind. It consists in the taking of property away from the man 
that has it and giving it to the fellow that has not any. 

Mr. Tract. You say that at that convention they denounced social- 
ism? 

Mr. Walz. I have read the resolution. 

Mr. Tracy. Are you aware that at the labor convention held at Bos- 
ton last September they said that they also denounced socialism? 

Mr. Walz. No; they said they would not go into politics. 

Mr. Tracy. We put that in the record now. Then do you mean 
that your association is going into politics? 

Mr. Walz. I do not say anything about it, sir. I suppose they 
will all vote. 

Mr. Schulteis. Are you the secretary of this organization? 

Mr. Walz. No, sir. 

Mr. Schulteis. What position do you hold? 

Mr. Walz. I am one of the humble members only. I represent, as 
secretary of the Employers' Association of Cincinnati, Ohio, one 
member of that organination. By the officers of the association at 
Cincinnati, 1 was authorized to present this resolution to your com- 
mittee. 

A Bystander. Under the common law reuniting, or the combina- 
tion by which the price of a commodity was fixed, was in violation of 
the law, and a combination by which men were prevented from labor- 
ing was against the law. "Socialism" seems to be used there in the 
sense of "anarchy." Now, if a thousand firms confederate together 
to make a law for themselves, which is in derogation of the law of the 
land, that is socialism. 

Mr. Walz. That is anarchy more than anything else. 

Mr. DuBrul. Thej want no more privileges under this organiza- 
tion than they are willing to grant to anybody under the laws of the 
land. 

A Bystander. The very fact that you organize shows that you do. 
You are putting your interpretation upon it as to when the law is 
violated. 

Mr. DuBrul. No, sir; we are only too glad to bring it before 
the law. 

Mr. Walz. We want to see that a man who violates the law is 
brought before the courts. 

A Bystander. That of itself is an acknowledgment that the law is 
ineffectual. 

Mr. Du Brul. The object is to call the attention of the officers of the 
law to the fact that they are not enforcing the law, and to create a sen- 
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timent demanding the enforcement of the law. That is not anarchistic 
or socialistic. 

Mr. Shulties. Has your organization taken any steps to enforce the 
eight-hour law'< 

The Chairman. I think this is digressing from what we are here for. 

(Thereupon, at 4.20 o'clock, p. m., the committee went into executive 
session.) 



Committee on Labor, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. <?., March #, 1904,. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. David J. Foster in 
the chair. 

Mr. Robert C. Hatden. Mr. Chairman, there are here this morn- 
ing Mr. I. W. Jenks, manager of the American Steel Hoop Company, 
and Mr. A. R. Hunt, general superintendent of the Homestead Steel 
Works. We will go on now witn Mr. Jenks, if he is ready. 

The Acting Chairman. The committee will be glad to listen to 
Mr. Jenks. 

STATEMENT OF MB. I. W. JENKS, MANAGER OF THE AMERICAN 
STEEL HOOP COMPANY. 

Mr. Jenks. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am general manager of 
the American Steel Hoop Company mills, residence Edgeworth, Pa. 
We operate mills at Duncansville, Pa., five large ones in Pittsburg, 
one at Mingo, Warren, Girard, Greenville, and two at Youngstown, 
Ohio. 

Just about a year ago I appeared before the Senate committee, just 
on the spur of the moment almost, to speak a little about the evidence 
given by Mr. Garland. I was hardly able to go into that as far as 1 
would liave liked, and I feel it should be gone into a little more, as Mr. 
Garland has not been very closely associated with the iron and steel 
business for a few years. Further than that, there are quite a num- 
ber of verv misleading statements. I do not mean for one moment 
that Mr. Garland intended to mislead, or anything of that sort. In 
one of the paragraphs here he refers to the finishing departments of 
the Republic Iron and Steel Company, and savs that thev had agreed 
with the Amalgamated Association of Steel and Iron Workers to go on 
the eight-hourl>asis. 

The Acting Chairman. As 1 understand, you refer to Mr. Gar- 
land's testimony before the Senate committee, at the last session. 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

The American Steel Hoop Company operates, as far as their union 
mills are concerned, on exactly the same scale, and the clause in this 
scale reads that an eight-hour turn will be adopted where practicable. 
Mr. Garland further says that he expects that will be put in immediate 
operation. It has not been put in operation yet. It can not be put 
in operation successfully. 

Tnen, later on, we have a statement of Mr. Frank Morrison from 
John Williams, the secretary and treasurer of the Amalgamated Asso- 
ciation, in which he states that all of the Republic Iron and Steel 
Company mills are on the eight-hour basis. He then refers to our 
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mills in Youngstown and vicinity — I mean the American Steel Hoop 
Company mills in Youngstown — and says that we had 400 men work- 
ing on an eight-hour basis. The fact of the matter is, we had 16 men 
only, out of a total of union members of 553, working on an eiffht-hour 
basis, and that eight-hour basis is not the same, I understand., as the 
eight-hour basis m this bill now before you. 

It does not mean that a man must cease work at exactly eight hours 
or eight hours and five minutes. It means that that man very often, 
if his relay man is not there, will work eight and a half or nine hours, 
and if he would not do that, it would just mean keeping a train of 
rolls idle until we could get a man. It is absolutely impossible, from 
my experience in a mill — which has been since I was 12 years old — to 
run a mill on a strictly eight-hour basis in the manufacture of steel or 
iron. 

In the first place, a puddler can not get his work out in time in the 
eight hours— that is, the actual work, 1 mean. You take thepuddlers 
that Mr. Williams and Mr. Garland say are working on an eight-hour 
basis. Our average time for a puddler in the mill to-day to make five 
heats of iron is ten hours and a half. You can not possibly get your 
work out in eight hours, and you can not cut that aown to a position 
where a man must leave or could leave at exactly eight hours and not 
work one or two minutes over. 

The Acting Chairman. What are those sixteen men you speak of? 

Mr. Jenks. There are sixteen men who work at what we call our 
roughing rolls, on the 12-inch mill. It is a laborious position, and it 
is economical for us to put those men on eight hours, as we can get 
that much more work out in the twenty-four hours just where it is 
particularly hard. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you mean you run the twenty-four 
hours? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes. The balance of that crew work twelve hours. I 
might say this: This position is so hard 

The Acting Chairman. A member of the committee was not in 
when you began. State again, will you please, the line of industry 
in which you are engaged. 

Mr. Jenks. In the manufacture of iron and steel, with the Ameri- 
can Steel Hoop Company, a part of the United States Steel Corpora- 
tion. 

As a matter of fact, the positions occupied by the sixteen men I 
refer to are so laborious— we have not yet been able to get any ma- 
chinery to take their place — that there are two relays of men on each 
eight-nour shift. Only two can work at one time, so that these men 
could not possiblj work over four hours each if they worked every 
night, and our object is economy, on our side. It is not economy to a 
manufacturer to work a man to the limit of his capacity. We have 
to take care of our men and we do take care of them. 

But what I wanted to particularly call your attention to was this: 
As 1 understand this bill, it means that a man working on Govern- 
ment work must stop actually at eight hours. If I know anything 
about the business, gentlemen, we can not do it without an enormous 
cost and enormous loss in some cases. Since I was here a year ago 1 
have thought a good deal about this. I have tried to take into con- 
sideration that possibly we will have to meet these conditions, and I 
have tried to figure it out. As manager of the operating I have tried 
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to figure out how we could possibly do it, and I will say frankly that 
the more I read this bill the less 1 understand what we are supposed 
to do. If this bill were to become law, if we were to accept a con- 
tract under it, say to commence next Monday, or whenever it may be, 
my first duty to the executives of our company would be to take a 
superintendent and explain to him what this bill means, where, along* 
the different steps 01 the line of manufacture, it commences and 
leaves off. 

Does it commence at the ore mine, the coke ovens, the limestone 
pits, the closed furnaces, the open hearth furnaces, the puddling fur- 
naces? Where does it commence? 1 am responsible, and I have got 
to instruct the superintendents how they can obey that law. I have 
asked our attorneys and they can not tell me where it commences or 
where it leaves off ; and 1 will be frank to tell you that if I had to 
start on Monday morning with a contract, 1 could not commence. I 
do not know where to commence. I do not know what to do. If it 
means to go back to the ore, then it means a long line of inspectors all 
the way back. We in Pittsburg can not swear to what a man does 
north of Duluth, 1,200 or 1,400 miles away. How you are going to 
overcome that, 1 do not know. 1 must admit I am helpless. 

There is another point here. Suppose we are manufacturing steel 
or iron. You take iron for stay bolts for boilers. Just take the ordi- 
nary rivet rod iron or steel, and suppose we are compelled to stop at 
eight hours. How we are going to divide that tonnage, how we are 
going to divide the value of the work done between those men. I do 
not know, because one man might do 95 per cent of the work and 
another man might come in and do 5 per cent of it. I will admit the 
more I think about it the farther 1 am off as to how we can practically 
run a mill on that basis. 

I can see bow it can be done if you have a mill, or if the Govern- 
ment has tonnage enough to give a mill so that they do not run on 
anything else but that tonnage, but how they are to compete with the 
open market and then maybe to-day or to-morrow, or some other day, 
work on Government work, I do not see. - It is not practical. It is 
not a matter of dollars and cents, because if it is a matter of dollars 
and cents the Government pays it finally. If it was purely a matter 
of dollars and cents I would not oppose it so much. It is impracticable. 
We do not see how we can do it. 

Mr. Connor. What do you mean by saying the Government would 
have to pay it eventually? 

Mr. Jenks. It would increase the cost of manufacture, sir. . 

Mr. Connor. Do you think you are able to demonstrate the fact 
that the Government would have to pay more for what it purchases if 
this change should be made? 

Mr. Jenks. I hardly know how I could demonstrate that, only on 
wages and a regular business basis. In the line of manufacture there 
is no charity about us so far as dealings between us and our customers 
are concerned. The Government is purely a customer. If they insist 
on our putting 10, 15, or 20 per cent more cost on our labor or any- 
thing else, they must pay the bill. We have not a fund to draw from. 
They must pay. 

It seems to me it is carrying the legislation, if you will allow me to 
say this, too far. I would not want a government to legislate how 
long I should work. 
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Going back to this eight-hour bill, where does it stop? Will it apply 
to the superintendent? Does it apply to me? Because I tell you 
frankly I nave broken that now, for I have worked over eight hours 
in one day trying to fathom that thing out and I can not do it. 

Mr. Hayden. Excuse me one moment, Mr. Jenks. In saying that 
the Government would have to pay the extra cost thrown upon the 
contractor by an eight-hour system, you mean that in bidding on 
Government material ymi would add to the amount of your bid an 
amount sufficient to cover the extra expense? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; that would be added in our labor cost on the 
article, whatever it may be, and the further back on the process they 
go, the more money that would cost. 

If you take our word for this, then of course the law is not any 

food. You have got to have inspectors, because we are no more 
onest than anybody else. You take this Amalgamated Association 
scale that Garland refers to. That is the strongest iron and steel 
union that ever existed. Right in their footnotes they say to us " You 
shall not allow a man to puddle over 2,700 pounds of iron a day." 
They want to limit the output. Well, 2,700 pounds is a pretty fair 
day's work on a hot day for a puddler, and I will guarantee our pud- 
dlers themselves, members of the union, are averaging over 3,000 
pounds. I tell you, gentlemen, you can no more limit the aggressive 
man than you can fly, and we do not want to limit him, in my judg- 
ment. The fact of the matter is that to-day we have no young men 
coming up. They are kept at school so long that we can not get 
them. I want you to understand what I mean by this if you can. 

There are certain lines of work in a mill that after a young fellow 
gets to be 17 or 18 years of age he never gets adapted to. lie has to 
start in at 15 or 16 years old, and I have a place to-day in Youngs- 
town for three good, lively, young superintendents, if I can get them, 
that have come up through the line and know what they are doing. 
I can not get them. For God's sake don't legislate to stop a boy 
working. He is not going to kill himself. 

Mr. Spalding. What proportion of that output does the Govern- 
ment consume? 

Mr. Jenks. It is very small in the mills that I govern. The fact of 
the matter is, sir, we do not care for Government work. The restric- 
tions are so great around it now that it is almost impossible to comply 
with them, and you are making it ten times worse. 

Mr. Caldwell. Mr. Jenks, if this bill provided for a universal 
eight-hour day instead of an eight-hour day on Government work 
only, would you be opposed to a universal eight-hour day or in favor 
of it? 

Mr. Jenks. I would be opposed to it. 1 came to America when I 
was twenty-one years of age in the pursuit of happiness. I am happier 
when 1 am at work, and I want to work more than eight hours a aay. 
From my own observation both in Great Britian and in America* I 
think the more you leave all classes of labor untrammeled, the better. 
America has got to supply the world for some years with steel. She 
ought to supply the great bulk of it. She can not do it if you keep 
raising the prices. I say that ten hours or eleven hours' work in a 
mill under these present conditions is only good, healthy exercise. 

Mr. Caldwell. How many hours a week do your employees work, 
Mr. Jenks? 
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Mr. Jenks. That would vary a great deal. Our men will go in the 
mills some days and they will get their turn's work out in seven or 
eight hours. The next day they may be there eleven and a half hours. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is that on piecework, or not? 

Mr. Jenks. Piecework. Our day laborers, machinists, and all that 
class of mechanics, work ten hours — fifty-four or fifty-six hours a 
week. 

Mr. Hughes. What particular class of mechanics do you think 
would be enabled to work satisfactorily under the provisions of this 
bill? 

Mr. Jenks. Do you mean in the course of manufacture of steel? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Jenks. I do not know a man who would, except an office man 
or something of that sort. 

Mr. Hughes. What about a machinist? Is there anything to pre- 
vent him stopping at a certain time? 

Mr. Jenks. That all depends on what he is on. You see, we employ 
very few machinists that is, in the mills that I govern. We are more 
of a producer of raw products. It would interfere very much in a 
machine shop. 

Mr. Hughes. Why? 

Mr. Jenks. For this reason: Suppose you are boring a cylinder or 
a long shaft, you know as well as I do that the last cut on a long cylin- 
der has got to go from one end to the other before they can stop that 
lathe, in order to. get a perfect cylinder, and every time you cnange 
your man you run the risk of getting a variation in the diameter. 

Mr. Hughes. Would it be detrimental to the work if a man stopped 
to-night and started in the morning? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, in a case of that sort, because the larger the cast- 
ing is the warmer it gets in the operation of cutting. To-morrow 
morning you have a different-dimension piece of iron to work on. It 
is absolutely cold. 

Mr. Hughes. That applies now, does it not, to ten or twelve hours 
a day. The same objection would apply, would it not? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, if you stop. If we are working twelve hours and 
you make it eight hours, 3'ou give us one-third more trouble. 

Mr. Hughes. What would yoitf think of a provision in this bill that 
permitted a man to work as many hours as might be necessary to com- 
plete the operation in which he was engaged, and to credit him with 
overtime for all time in excess of eight nours? 

Mr. Jenks. That would not be as objectionable as it is now. We 
would know where we were. Now we ao not. Of course, the Gov- 
ernment has a right — I do not know whether that is the proper word, 
as I am not an attorney but a mill man — but anvway the Government 
can dictate, and should be able to saj r how muc& a man should earn or 
how much we shall pay a man while he is working for us but the Gov- 
ernment pays the bill. 

Mr. Connor. You claim that in your work now you have certain 
kinds of work that a man remains at from the beginning to the end 
of it. 

Mr. Jenks. Oh, yes; in the different operations. 

Mr. Connor. What is the longest time* 

Mr. Jenks. Let me see. A puddler will get a heat out in an hour 
and three-quarters under ordinary time. You see, I am not govern- 

BH 9 



130 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

ing mills that make the largest class of steel, such as armor plates and 
that sort of thing. I am operating smaller mills. 

Mr. Connor, bo far as the puddler is concerned, there would not 
be any trouble, then, with the eight-hour law ? 

Mr. Jenks. He would have to work for a good deal less money, 
and I do not know how I can change it. 

Mr. Connor. I mean so far as finishing a job that he begins on, if 
it only takes an hour and a half or two hours. 

Mr. Jenks. An hour and three-quarters. Suppose he is working 
under this bill, and in five minutes emitting time will arrive and he 
finds he can not make it, and the relay man is not there. What are 
we to do with that ixon ? It becomes chilled in the furnace and we 
have got to take the furnace down to get it out. But supposing his 
man is there to take his place. He does not know how that iron has 
acted during this hour and three-quarters process. He does not know 
where to look for the weak spots. In the case of a bill like this, we 
would not allow a puddler to charge for that unless we were satisfied 
he could get it out in eight hours. But there is another thing besides 
puddling five heat** of iron in a puddling furnace. He has to clean his 
hre grate and keep a fire. He has to keep a bed of ore around his 
furnace. He could get out his day's work of puddling 2,700 pounds 
of iron provided he did not have to do this work; and Mr. Williams, 
when I talked with him about it, said "I was not talking about fixing 
and cleaning grates and firing up again." I said, " Well, do you call 
that child's play if That is the haraest part of it." He was right in 
what he said, but he was misleading. 

Of course there is very little puddling done for the Government. 
It is practically in rivet rods, stay bolts, and we make quite a little 
iron occasionally of different sections for some of the gunboats. 
Ninetj r -nine per cent, possibly, of Government work is done at our 
Homestead works, and Mr. llunt is here to talk about that. He is 
better able to do so. I am talking more on the smaller lines of work. 

Mr. Gilbert. I understood you to say that your men worked ten 
hours a day ? 

Mr. Jenks. That is the mechanics and day laborers and that sort of 
thing. A good deal of that sort of labor is on a tonnage basis. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any difficulty in enforcing the ten-hour 
regulations? 

Mr. Jenks. Oh, no, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of your employees work ten hours 
a day ? 

Mr. Jenks. At a rough estimate I should think possibly 55 to 60 
per cent, possibly a little more than that. 

Mr. Gilbert. How long do the others work? 

Mr. Jenks. They work anywhere from eight to twelve hours. It 
all depends on atmospheric conditions, whether the furnaces are work- 
ing fast or slow, whether they can get their iron or steel hot in there 
or whether they have to wait for it, or whether the orders are running 
good or bad, making a great man\ r changes of sizes on the mill, ana 
all that sort of thing. I should think that would average probably, in 
actual work, nofmore than nine hours. 

You take some of our mills that roll the barrel hoops for the Stand- 
ard Oil Company, that roll the cotton ties for the South. Those mills 
commence operation at 5 o'clock in the morning. They stop at 7 until 
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7.45, giving the men three-quarters of an hour for breakfast. Between 
that and noon, at any time that is most convenient, they have fifteen 
minutes to spare. At 12 o'clock they go to lunch and return and com- 
mence at 12.45. Between that and 4 orlock, at some convenient time, 
they stop again for fifteen minutes. So that the mill is in operation 
eleven hours, according to the generally accepted term, but they are 
really working nine hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do they all stop for the fifteen minutes? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; the whole crew. 

Mr. Gilbert. Why could they not stop for good? 

Mr. Jenks. At the end of that fifteen minutes? 

Mr. Gilbert. What I am trying to get at is this proposition. Your 
argument is that it is impossible or impracticable to stop operations at 
the expiration of eight hours? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. But you do stop operations and the whole crew are 
given a recess for fifteen minutes? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. What is impracticable about extending that recess 
over until the next day, at the expiration of the eight-hour day's 
work ? 

Mr. Jenks. One reason is that we would have our machinery lying 
idle the balance of the time; but the mill that I use as an illustration 
never has and I suppose never will make a ton of Government iron. 
I would like you to understand the difference between the Govern- 
ment requirement and the general trade requirements. 

Mr. Hayden. If I may interrupt you there one moment, Mr. Jenks. 
As 1 understand it, this fifteen-minute recess is taken at a convenient 
time when the man can abandon his work without prejudice to the 
outcome of it. Is that the case? 

Mr. Jenks. That is the idea; and when I say the mill stops for 
fifteen minutes, possiblv it would be better if I said the rolls stopped 
for fifteen minutes. The furnaces are going to run just the same, and 
the men in charge of the heat of those furnaces know the class of steel 
coming along through their furnace; and when I said fifteen minutes, 
there is quite a number of young fellows working in these mills, 16 and 
17 years old, who always want to take a little bit of lunch. That is 
why we stop for fifteen minutes, just to give them a breathing spell. 
It is not that they abandon the mill or that they abandon charge of the 
mill or of the steel in the course of operations. 

Mr. Gilbert. At the expiration of ten hours they do stop work for 
the day? 

Mr. Jenks. At the end of eleven hours the night crew comes on— 
the second relay. 

Mr. Gilbert. But I understood you to say a large percentage of 
your men work ten hours a day. 

Mr. Jenks. Yes. 

Mr. Hayden. You mean two shifts, do you not — a day crew and a 
night crew? 

Mr. Jenks. Not in the labor I speak of — of ten hours. That is 
common labor and machinists, and that sort of thing. We work two 
crews on this eleven-hour turn. 

Mr. Gilbert. But as to all those laborers who work ten hours a 
day, there is nothing impracticable about reducing that crew or that 
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percentage of your employees to eight hours a day, so far as the opera- 
tions of the plant are concerned? 

Mr. Jenks. No; providing we could get enough work to keep those 
men going on Government work, but I do not see how it could be 

Eractical to work two hours a day on Government work and eight 
ours on other work. 

Mr. Hughes. You do not do any great percentage of Government 
work, Mr. Jenks? 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir. Of course we do a great deal of Government 
work indirectly. 

The Acting Chairman. This is really the question they seem to 
want to know. Leaving out everything else, would you have any 
difficulty in arranging to have these ten-hour men reduce their time 
to eight hours per day? 

Mr. Jenks. For Government work, do you mean? 

The Acting Chairman. No; for doing the work? 

Mr. Jenks. No. 

The Acting Chairman. Not taking into consideration the question 
of wages or anything else. 

Mr. Jenks. Certkmlv it is possible. Anything is possible. 

The Chairman. I did not ask that. Would you have difficulty ? 
Is there any reason why you could not establish an eight-hour day for 
these day laborers, leaving out all question of what their wages would 
be on a reduced da}' and all those things? 

Mr. Jenks. There would be so niucn agitation with the other men, 
who had to work longer and so much longer, that we would never be 
able to do it. 

The Acting Chairman. You say the average there is nine hours? 

Mr. Jenks. I said actual work. I mean actual employment. It 
brings us right back to this eight hours. When we generally speak 
of an eight-hour day we do not mean exactly eight hours. We mean 
eight hours and a half, say. 

The Acting Chairman. That is the proposition involved in this 
question. When you speak of a ten-hour day you do not mean exaetly 
ten hours. 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. If you required them they would work half 
an hour later? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

The Acting Chairman, If there is any extra work? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. In your shop is there any reason why you 
can not make that ten-hour day an eight-hour day, not taking into con- 
sideration what the compensation should be, or anything of that kind ? 

Mr. Jenks. Do you mean eight hours absolutely, or eight hours and 
five minutes ? 

The Acting Chairman. Eight hours, just exactly as you call it a 
ten-hour day now. 

Mr. Jenks. No; in some positions there is no reason why we can 
not do it. 

Mr. Connor. Could you make it absolutely eight hours? 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. Leaving out all question of compensation? 
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Mr. Jenks. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. You could as to ordinary laborers? 

Mr. Jenks. We could as to a few men. 

Mr. Gilbert. You could make it an eight-hour day in the same 
sense you call it a ten-hour day? 

The Acting Chairman. You call it a ten-hour day. That does not 
mean they must stop at the end of ten hours, but that ten hours con- 
stitutes a day's work. That is it? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; in common labor. 

The Acting Chairman. With that very same class, is there any 
reason, leaving out the question of compensation, why you can hot fix 
for that class the day at eight hours? We are asking for information. 

Mr. Jenks. Just the few men that are working on Government 
work? 

The Acting Chairman. You say about 55 per cent? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not see why we can not. 

The Acting Chairman. That is what we want to know. 

Mr. Jenks. But we can not handle the other men. 

The Acting Chairman. That is not the question at all. 

Mr. Hayden. As I understand, that would drive you out of the 
foreign markets and prevent you competing with domestic concerns 
who do not take Government work. 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; it would mitigate against us very seriously. 
It is impossible to stand here and explain to vou how and where it 
can be done — how and where it can hurt us all through our organi- 
zation. 

Mr. Spalding. Let me see if 1 understand you correctly. When 
you were explaining the operations, you said it would be impossible 
to stop exactly on the minute. You were explaining then one kind of 
work, while just lately you have been explaining the noop-steel works, 
which is another proposition. Is that it? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; I brought that *ip as an illustration of our regular 
work, you ^now, outside of Government work— open-market work. 
1 do not see how you can work the two together. 

Mr. Hughes. How many firms build battle ships, Mr. Jenks? 

Mr. Jenks. I am sure I do not know, sir. I am not acquainted with 
the shipbuilding industry very much. I do not think I have anything 
further to say, gentlemen, unless you ask further questions. 

Mr. Hayden. There is one question I would like to ask you, Mr. 
Jenks. You touched on the point of the loss and increased expense 
that would be entailed if vou put your plant on the eight hours, and 
you did not give in any detail what would be this increase of loss. 1 
suppose it would be loss of material. 

Mr. Jenks. Between 8 and 10 per cent. 

Mr. Hayden. Do you mean in material ? 

M. Jenks. Oh, in the material? 

Mr* Hayden. In spoiled material. 

Mr. Jenks. You could not estimate it. If you had to work to an 
actual eight-hour law, it would amount to a very great deal at different 
times— a very great deal. For instance, you get iron or steel in a 
molten condition. You must attend to it, or else you have got a 
furnace full of cold steel. It means thousands and thousands of dollars 
to take that furnace down again. 
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Mr. Schulteis. May 1 ask j r ou one question, Mr. Jenks? You say 
you have two shifts of eleven hours a day working. Would ft be more 
impracticable to have three shifts at eight hours each? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not understand you. 

Mr. Schulteis. You say it is practicable and at present is being 
done. That is, that you work two shifts at eleven hours each. You 
keep them busy cleaning the furnaces afterwards, and so on, so that 
they practically take up the entire twenty-four hours. How would it 
be more difficult to employ three shifts at eight hours each and take 
up the twenty-four hours — in what respect? 

Mr.- Jenks. It is a much more difficult thing in every respect. You 
have got three gangs to handle instead of two. You have got a loss 
every time you stop your mill. Every time you change a crew you 
have a loss. 

Mr. Spalding. Right there, would that necessitate stopping the 
mill every time you changed tne shift? 

Mr. Jenks. i es; as soon as one man who is in charge of a mill goes 
off and the other man comes on. Take an ordinary guide man that 
goes in. He will spoil the first one or two or three rivet pieces 
before he gets the hang of his mill. 

Mr. Maddox. What would be the additional cost of these three 
shifts instead of two? 

Mr. Jenks. If you want to take an eight-hour day instead of ten, 
that would be a difference of a fifth — which is it? As far as the actual 
labor is concerned we would not begin to cover our loss of tonnage 
and our loss of steel, and a good many other things, by making these 
continual changes. 

Mr. Hughes. What is your product mostly used for? 

Mr. Jenks. We make a great deal of material for small structural 
work and for agricultural implements and for nuts and bolts. Under 
this bill we would make round rods of iron to be made up into nuts 
and bolts for the Government. 

We do not make the wire, but tne raw product, and it is sent to the 
bolt man up in New England cities, or to Cleveland, or Buffalo, and 
he makes tne bolts for the Government. We have made that iron and 
steel according to the specifications of the Government, so far as the 
quality of the iron or steel is concerned. . Now, what is that bolt man 
to do? Is he required to take our word that no man in our employ 
has worked on that steel or iron for over eight hours, when we are 
absolutely separate companies? 

Mr. Hughes. With whom have you a contract that would cover a 
case of that kind? 

Mr. Jenks. We have contracts with all of the bolt men. 

Mr. Hughes. Is he subletting a Government contract to you or is 
he ordering stock from you? 

Mr. Jenks. Up to the present time, unless thi9 bill affects it, we 
should not know whether it was Government work, unless a special 
grade was specified and ordered. For instance, we might make for 
you common nuts and bolts, and then again your engineers might want 
a very high grade of steel, and might want the bolt to come up to a 
very rigid chemical and physical specification. Then we would know 
it was Government work. 

Mr. Hughes. If the Government should contract with a manufac- 
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turer to do some work in which he used your nuts and bolts, would he 
subcontract with you or would he order' from you for stock and ask 
you to get him out a specially high grade of material? 

Mr. Jenks. The nut and bolt man will send in his orders for the 
amount of tonnage he wants of just the ordinary grade of bolts of 
steel or iron. Occasionally we do get orders, and are often asked to 
bid on steel and iron of a high grade and to comply with these rigid 
specifications. Where the nut and bolt men order material from us 
for the use of the Government we would know it, because we would 
. have to stand these rigid specifications, but for an ordinary, common, 
everyday supply we would not know it. 

Mr. (3'Connell. You spoke about the operation of boring a cylin- 
der, and referred to. the fact that the one operation might not be com- 
pleted in a certain time, and that a change or a stopping of the machine 
would be injurious to the boring that was being finished. As a prac- 
tical man and a machinist I agree with you that is correct. But what 
danger is there in changing the man if the machine continues its 
operation ? 

Mr. Jenks. 1 can only answer you by saying that I am not a prac- 
tical machinist. I am here as a steel and iron works operator, and I 
only mentioned that matter because I know in our machine shops if we 
had a hydraulic cylinder in process of construction one man would run 
it through even if it took him twenty -four hours. I will admit that 1 
do not know the technical points in regard to this matter. 

Mr. O'Connell. There is no danger in changing the man during 
the operation. The tool is still completing its operation, whether it 
takes one hour or twenty-four hours. 

Mr. Jenks. It never changes. 

Mr. O'Connell. The tool never changes, and by the changing of 
the man the operation of the tool would continue as set. 

Mr. Jenks. So far as I am concerned, I am not interested in that 
part of the matter. I am interested, purely and simply, in the manu- 
facture of steel, and I do not know anything about machinists except 
that I know when they do their work right. 

Mr. Hayden. But you know they do not make the change in act 
practice, and that there must be some mechanical difficulty in the way 
of doing so. 

Mr. Jenks. I know that they do not make it, and that we can not 
possiblv avoid these things. 

Mr. O'Connell. Would one man have to continue working twenty- 
four hours in that case, if it took that length of time? 

Mr. Jenks. I have seen them work thirty-six hours on a big steam 
cylinder, 32 inches — 5 feet deep. 

Mr. O'Connell. Did he have any time for recreation? 

Mr. Jenks. He could go away for three or four days after that job 
was done, if he wanted to. But those are exceptional men. Those are 
the men who do not like to have to stop work when the hand of the 
clock gets on the minute. 

Mr. Caldwell. Would an exact ten-hour day incommode you as 
much as an jexact eight-hour day? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; it would. The principal thing to which I 
object in this bill is that I can not find where we have got to begin. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose you begin at the beginning. 
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Mr. Jenks. Then we have got to go clear back to the mines. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose you begin with whatever you first do in car- 
rying out your work; would there be any difficulty about that? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; it would be impossible for us to know how far it 
applied. Suppose you take a piece of steel. It has got to go into the 
furnace and be heated. Does the provision of this bill apply to those 
men who are reducing that piece of steel, and does it apply to the man 
who shovels the coal to make the steam ? " 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose it should apply to both ? 

Mr. Jenks. Then we would be up in the air. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am only asking you this for information. 

Mr. Jenks. I tell you honestly I can not see how we can do it. 
Take the Homestead Steel Works, where there are probably from 8,000 
to 10,000 men, or take my largest plant, where we have about 800 men 
at work. There is never a single day upon which every man is there 
on the minute. That is why we have to employ the check system. 
But according to this law every man must be Dromptly on time, or 
you are subjected to an ever varying loss. (Jf course, if we take 
advantage of this emergency clause we might call everything that 
happens an emergency, and so get around one of the objections to this 
bill. Every day we nave men who are not there promptly on the 
minute, and if the man who was working on an eight-hour shift could 
not go ahead five, ten, fifteen or thirty minutes, it would mean a loss 
of an amount of money which could not be computed. 

Mr. Gilbert. You regard ten hours as a day's work, but you do 
not adhere rigidly to the enforcement of that rule? 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir; you mav take the machinists, or even the com- 
mon guineas, as they are called, and they work ten hours a day; but 
when the mill is running very slowly they may work an hour over- 
time; but they are paid for it. We get into a position with reference 
to our product every day, in some part of the work, where some man 
has got to work longer than ten hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Could you not adjust that, as a mere question of 
wages, so as to make eight hours an ordinary day's work, and in ease 
of an emergency, when they were required to run over half an hour 
or an hour, could you not give them additional compensation, say, a 
wage and a half, for the excess time? 

Mr. Jenks. Why should you? 

Mr. Gilbert. I am asking you. 

Mr. Jenks. Certainly we can do it and charge it up to our cus- 
tomer. There is no reason why we can not do that. 

Mr. Hayden. As I understand you, such things are not properly 
termed emergencies in the operations of your plant? 

Mr. Jenks. No. 

Mr. Hayden. Then it is a common thing for such circumstances to 
arise ? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; you can not avoid it. We can not keep relays of 
men "there and have them standing around because we may need them 
for fifteen minutes or for thirty minutes. 

Mr. Hayden. The necessity for such extra work at the end of ten 
standard hours arises constantly, and such necessity could not be 
spoken of as an emergency. 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir. 'There seem to be a great many people who 
are afraid that our rising generation will be overworked. I have been 
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around a mill myself for forty -eight hours, and have never left it; 
but of course that wa9 in an emergency. In England, from the time 
I went into the mill at 12 years of age until I left at 22, 1 worked on a 
twelve-hour shift all the time. I was always in the mill twelve hours, 
and on Saturday I used to work for nothing, so that I could learn to 
do something else than the regular routine. 

Mr. Gilbert. As the hours have heretofore been shortened is there 
an3 r lessening of the product of labor by reason of the shortening of 
the hours; has the increase in the efficiency and the interest of the 
laboring man been, in some measure, compensatory for the shortness 
of the hours? 

Mr. Jenks. Do you mean so far as manual work is concerned, or so 
far as machinery is concerned? 

Mr. Hayden. Speak of both in your answer. 

Mr. Jenks. So far as the man is concerned he can not possibly do 
as mdch work in eight hours as he can in ten, and I would rather have 
his ninth and tenth hour in the mill than I would have his first three 
hours in the morning, every time. I am speaking from experience. 
When I worked right with this Amalgamated Association, and was a 
member of it, 1 made more money for myself during the last run than 
I ever did on the first two. 

Mr. Gilbert. The general trend of civilization is toward shortening 
the hours of labor, and yet at the same time we are becoming more 
and more efficient as producers and manufacturers. 

Mr. Jenks. That is because of the introduction of machines and 
improved machinery. It is not because of shortening the hours of 
labor. 

Mr. Gilbert. Does the superior intelligence and fitness of the 
employee have anything to do with it? 

Mr. Jenks. I have just told vou that I am looking for three bright 
superintendents and I can not find them. Of course they have got to 
have the brain and the nerve to take the responsibility. 

Mr. Hayden. How do you account for the fact that although they 
work shorter houra to-day than they did twenty-five years ago, the 
product of the mill is, perhaps, greater ? 

Mr. Jenks. That is due to different methods of manufacture and to 
the use of improved machinery. We know how to make a furnace so 
that it will work faster. We have learned how to reduce our steel a 
great deal faster. 

Mr. Hayden. To what extent does the improvement in machinery 
act as a factor in that regard? 

Mr. Jenks. In some cases it operates to the extent of 99 per cent; 
but in some small furnaces, such as I represent, not quite so much. 

Mr. Hughes. Where did you work in England? 

Mr. Jenks. I worked with Isaac Jenks & Sons, Wolverton, Eng- 
land, and also in the Birmingham district, the last two j r ears I was 
there. 

Mr. Hughes. Were you related in any way to Isaac Jenks & Sons? 

Mr. Jenks. I am a nephew of Sir Isaac Jenks. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you know the Thames Shipbuilding and Engi- 



neering Company ? 
Mr. Jenks. No, 



_ _ 7 7 I only know them bj r repute. 

Mr. Hughes. Are thev a firm of standing? 
Mr. Jenks. I should think so. 
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Mr. Hughes. Have they not built a number of battle ships % 

Mr. Jenks. I believe so. 

Mr. Hughes. If you know that they say that under the eight-hour 
day their product has increased and the condition of the men has 
improved while the cost per ton has been decreased, what would you 
say? 

. Mr. Jenks. That would all depend on the efficiency of the machin- 
ery. It is not because of the increased efficiency of the men. 

"Mr. Hughes. Suppose that they say it is because of the efficiency 
of the men, what would you say to that? 

Mr. Jenks. I would say I do not believe that. 

Mr. Hayden. In that shipbuilding firm is the eight-hour system a 
hard and fast one, such as is provided for by this bill ? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not know. 

Mr. Hayden. Is it not only a unit of measure, which the company 
may increase or decrease to suit the necessities of the occasion? ' 

Mr. Jenks. I believe that is the case. 

Mr. Hughes. I will say, for your information, that the eight-hour 
day, as I read the report, was put into operation by the firm volun- 
tarily and in competition with other competing concerns. 

Mr. Jenks. They must have better machinery than the other fellow 
if they compete with him. You can only get full efficiency out of a 
machine. 

Mr. O'Connell. I would like to ask if there is any labor union 
which prohibits these men from working overtime? 

Mr. Jenks. There is a footnote to the statement of Mr. Garland to 
the effect that the men will not work over eight hours in a mill, or 
that he shall not work over eight hours. If tnere is any other pro- 
vision of that kind I can not find it. But the labor unions do try to 
restrict the output, as is illustrated by what I said in regard to the 
output of a puadler being restricted to 2,700 pounds a day. They 
would also, if they could, control the hours of labor, and just as soon 
as they do that we might as well give up. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do not all agreements provide for overtime and 
overpay ? 

Mr. IJenks. Yes; I believe they do. 

Mr. Schulteis. Would not that be possible under this bill ? 

Mr. Jenks. No; this bill absolutely says eight hours is a day's work, 
and it does not matter what the exigency may be. 

Mr. Hughes. In the matter of restricting output, is it or is it not 
the custom of manufacturers, when market conditions warrant, to 
restrict the output? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; but not in the way they want to restrict the 
output. 

Mr. Hughes. It comes to precisely the same thing in the end. 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; but if you take a period of time when we are very 
busy we can not produce enough steel for the requirements of the 
country. The consumption requires more than 20 per cent more than 
we are able to supply, and yet they want to restrict it. 
f* Mr. Hughes. W hat causes the manufacturer to restrict the output, 
or what causes you as the representative of the manufacturer, to restrict 
the output? 

Mr. Jenks. Because we have nowhere to send the stuff, and we can 
not find anybody's money. 
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Mr. Hughes. Do you not think that under the same circumstances 
the men would be justified in restricting the output if there was no 
market for labors Would you not acknowledge that they have the 
same right to restrict their "output if there was no market for their 
labor that j r ou reserve to yourself ? 

Mr. Jenks. Why, yes; because we can not make men work if they 
do not want to. 

Mr. Hughes. Ethically they would have the same right as the cot- 
ton manufacturers or the textile manufacturers have to cut down the 
hours of labor or to lay off this mill or that mill to keep from over- 
loading the market? 

Mr. Jenks. 1 do not see why they should not. 

Mr. Herbert. You made a very interesting statement a few moments 
ago, as I first came in, about having two classes of men. You said that 
3 r ou had sixteen men working eight hours a day. and that those men 
really and practically only worked four hours a aay. 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Herbert. Why is that? 

Mr. Jenks. It is because the work is very hard, so that we consider 
that if a man works half an hour it is better to have him rest thirty 
minutes than to go on and work continuously. We think we get more 
work out of him. 

Mr. Herbert. That is, according to your idea, four hours repre- 
sents the maximum of efficiency ? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Herbert. Is it for the same reason that you fix the standard 
day at, say, ten hours; that is, because your experience has shown that 
it represents the maximum of efficiency as a standard day i 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, in some lines of work. 

Mr. Herbert. Has not experience brought you to that? You say 
you work twelve hours a day. 

Mr. Jenks. I never worked twelve hours a day in America. 

Mr. Herbert. We have now come to the ten-hour day. Would 
you not come to the eight-hour day if you believed that was best? 
Did you not stop at the ten-hour day because experience has demon- 
strated that ten tours, as a standard, represents tne maximum of effi- 
cient work? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes. 

Mr. Herbert. All the employers in this country would be glad to 
come to a nine-hour day if they thought they could get more work 
done in nine hours. 

Mr. Jenks. If we thought it was better for us they would; yes. 

Mr. Herbert. You would be glad to come down to nine hours? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; we will adopt anything that will better us. 

Mr. Herbert. When all of these manufacturers are insisting that 
ten hours should be a standard day's work they do so simply because 
that represents the experience of all these various manufacturers? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; in my judgment. 

Mr. Herbert. And for exactly the same reason that you have some 
men working four hours you have the majority of your men working 
ten hours — that is, because they can do it? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; and do it without hurting themselves. 

Mr. Hughes. I am not going to hold you responsible for all of these 
statements, because, to say the least, you were led a little bit. 
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Mr. Jenks. I know I was. 

Mr. Herbert. 1 admit the examination was leading, but I wanted 
to lead up to the point of asking him if I correctly understood his 
argument. 

Mr. Hughes. You never saw an eight-hour day put into practical 
operation? 

Mr. Jenks. I have seen it in spots. 

Mr. Herbert. Have you seen an absolute eight-hour day put into 
operation ? I do not mean, of course, an absolute eight-hour day, but 
a day where eight hours was honestly and fairly considered to be the 
unit of a day's work. Have you ever seen such a unit put into oper- 
ation to an extent so that you could judge of the respective merits of 
an eight-hour day and a ten-hour day ? 

Mr. Jenks. No, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. So that you can not sav that of all the hours from one 
to twenty -four, ten hours is the ideal day? 

Mr. Jenks. No; different conditions, (different locations, and differ- 
ent climates have a great deal to do with it. 

Mr. Gilbert. I infer from the colloquy between you and Mr. Sec- 
retary Herbert that the number of hours at present adopted is the 
result of j r our experience, and is the best and most efficient number of 
hours for a workmgman to be employed in anj r calendar day. If that 
is true the difficulty with this bill is not that it is impracticable' of 
enforcement, but arises from the fact that you, exercising your best 
'udgment, think that eight hours a day is not a sufficient number of 
lours of work. 

Mr. Hughes. He does not sav that. 

Mr. Jenks. So far as this bill is concerned, no. 

Mr. Hughes. As I understand the gentleman, he does not hazard 
the opinion as to the relative merits of an eight-hour day and a ten- 
hour day as an ideal working da}\ 

Mr. Jenks. Not as to the sentimental end of it. As to the practical 
end of it and the cost of manufacture you know it means a great deal 
more. 

Mr, Maddox. Do you say it means a great deal more cost? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maddox. The consumer has to pay that, I presume. 

Mr. Hughes. You say that it means a great deal more cost, but you 
have never tried an eight-hour day. 

Mr. Jenks. My dear sir, from our own experience we know what 
would be the result of coming to an eight-hour daj r . 

Mr. Hughes. I refer you again to the statement made by the Thames 
Shipbuilding and Engineering Company, wherein they said that the 
net cost per ton was reduced $9 on an eight-hour-day basis. 

Mr. Jenks. That is not on account of reducing tfie laboring hours 
of the men one hour, but it is on account of their improved machinery. 

Mr. I1ughe8. Suppose there were other tirms competing with them 
in the market having the same opportunity to put in high-grade 
machinery, would it not at least raise the presumption that there is 
something in the increased ability of the men when thej T work eight 
hours a day ? 

Mi. Jenks. Yes; it might be so. 

Mr. Hughes. There is at least a presumption to that effect? 
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Mr. Jekks. Yes; there may be, but I do not take it to be con- 
clusive by any means. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not say it is conclusive and I do not ask you to 
say it is conclusive. 

Mr. Maddox. I understand that if these conditions are put upon 
you the price of the product you turn out must be increased. 

Mr. Jenks. Thev must necessarily be increased. Somebody has 
got to stand it. We are not in business for charity. 

Mr. Maddox. It is a three-sided question, involving the manufac- 
turer, the laborer, and the consumer'* 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. I will ask you if you know how the Government 
navy -yards, which 1 presume have to do a great deal of work the 
original contractor has to do, get along under the eight-hour day ? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not know, sir; 1 have never been in a navy -yard. 

Mr. Hughes. You have never heard that they had any trouble, 
have you? 

Mr! Jenks. 1 do not know anything about it. 

Mr. Hughes. It would bear upon them much more than it would 
upon you, would it not? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not think so. 

The Chairman. Does the navy -yard compete with anybody? 

Mr. Jenks. Not that I know of. 

Mr. O'Connell. Does not the Washington gun factory, which is 
recognized as a navy-yard, compete for the building of guns with the 
steel companies? 

Mr. Jenks. I do not know. 

Mr. James H. Hatden. I can answer that it does not. 

Mr. Jenks. I say I do not know about that. 

Mr. Caldwell. At a given wage per hour for your skilled laborers. 
say 50 cents per hour, would you prefer to have your mechanics ana 
laborers work ten hours a day or eight hours a day ? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes, sir; we would prefer to have them work ten hours 
per day, because we do not change so much. You must remember that 
when a man comes to work in the morning he has got to change his 
clothes and put his overalls on and light his pipe ana go down to the 
water-closet. Under the eight-hour system we have got three lots of 
men to do that instead of two, and you have no idea how it would 
increase the expense; and yet I do not know that I could sit down and 
compute it or come anywhere near it. 

Mr. Caldwell. You would prefer, at 50 cents an hour, to have 
the same man work ten hours a day for $5 rather than to work eight 
hours a day for $4? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes; and if I was a contractor I would rather have that 
man's last two hours than his first three hours, every time. 

Mr. Hatden. Let me see if I understand your criticism of this 
bill correctly. Your main objection to it is that it fixes an inelastic 
and invariable limit upon a daj^s work, and does not merely establish 
a unit of measure to govern compensation for the work. 

Mr. Jenks. That is right, sir. If there is any part of this bill that 
I do understand — and I will admit that I do not understand it — it is 
that it provides for a rigid eight-hour day. It does not mean eight 
hours and one minnte, but it means eight times sixty minutes — eight 
hours. 
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Mr. Hayden. It is that which would subject you to lows, inconven- 
ience and difficulty? 

Mr. Jenks. Yes. 

Mr. Hayden. Mr. Chairman, our next witness will be Mr. A. R. 
Hunt, general superintendent of the Homestead Steel Works. 

STATEMENT OF MB. A. B. HUNT, OF MTTHHALL, PA. 

The Chairman. Mr. Hunt, will vou state your name and occupation. 

Mr. Hunt. My name is A. R. Aunt. I am general superintendent 
of the Homestead Steel Works. 1 reside at Munhall, Pa. 

I may say, in passing, that I came to the Homestead Steel Woriss 
about sixteen years ago, and was employed as a mechanic. Since that 
time 1 have filled various positions in the mill, in the practical part of 
the work, until I have come forward up to the occupancy of the posi- 
tion I now hold. I have read the arguments and evidence submitted 
to the committee at its previous hearing, and from my study of the 
case and my experience on both sides of the question, as a manufac- 
turer and a laborer, I am convinced that the operation of a compulsory 
eight-hour law would be very unsatisfactory and would be a gross? 
injustice to everj r one, especially to our workingmen. 

The law of supply and demand practically regulates all things. The 
supply of labor to-day is about equal to the demand. This bill creates 
a. 33i per cent vacancy at once. This vacancy must be filled, and it 
will undoubtedly be filled by cheap labor from abroad, which means 
that the workingman is the one who is going to suffer. 

Mr. Hughes. How do you figure that out? That is a subject that 
is very near to me and I would like to have your ideas on that point 
now. 

Mr. Hunt. Would you hire a man for $2 a day if it were possible 
to hire him for $1.50? 

Mr. Hughes. In the neighborhood of a million of these people came 
over here last year. Do you suppose that any more of them will 
come over, under the operation or this law? 

Mr. Hunt. I should think so. If there is a 33J per cent vacancy in 
the labor market, there would be an influx of them. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not think that could be attended to, if it 
became necessary? 

Mr. Hunt. It never has been. 

1 speak now and here from the standpoint of our Homestead mills. 
We operate our mills continuously. If we worked on an ei^ht-hour 
shift we would only have enough men to work for two shifts, and 
hence we would have a vacancy of 33£ per cent of labor, which must 
be filled. 

Mr. Goebel. We are talking now about this bill which refers to 
Government contracts and which absolutely prohibits a man from 
working more than eight hours a day. 

Mr. Hunt. 1 know tnat we could not operate under an eight-hoar 
system on Goverment work and under a twelve-hour system on other 
work. 

The Chairman. Do you say that you could not work on Government 
work on eight-hour shifts and on other work under twelve-hour shifts i 

Mr. Hunt. I am positive we could not, and I hope, before I get 
through that I may be able to explain why it could not.be done. 
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This bill is also unjust in that it seeks to protect only laborers and 
mechanics. Foremen, draftsmen, and clerks are just as necessary to 
the output of the work as laborers and mechanics. If laborers and 
mechanics must be protected, what are you going to do with these 
other men ? That is one point at which great dissatisfaction is going 
to arise in undertaking to operate under a compulsory eight-hour law. 

1 would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if owners are to be allowed to 
work more than eight hours a day. T do not know whether there is 
any gentleman here who understands the bill well enough to explain 
that. We have, at the Homestead plant, about 15 per cent of our 
employees who are shareholders, and hence are part owners in the cor- 
poration. If they should be allowed to work overtime, or longer 
than eight hours a day, you are going to create dissatisfaction with 
the men who are not allowed to work over eight hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Why should the fact that the laborer is a shareholder 
affect this bill in any way? Why should you infer that there would 
be a license given to a shareholder to work more than eight hours* 

Mr. Hunt. Can you legislate how long a man shall work on his own 
job? Can the Congress of the United States tell you how long you 
shall push your lawn mower at home? 

Mr. Gilbert. I do not see why not. 

Mr. Hughes. If it becomes necessary they could go a great deal 
farther than that. For instance, they can prevent you from taking 
your own life or from cutting oif your arm. 

Mr. Hunt. But they do that in the interests of society. 

The Chairman. Do the shareholders own common or preferred 
stock? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not understand the relevancy of the question, Mr. 
Chairman. I will say, however, that they own preferred stock, and 
are very glad to ^et it. 

In adopting this eight-hour system steel manufacturers would be 
put to an enormous loss, due to defective material caused by the numer- 
ous changes of workmen. To furnish steel at the correct temperature 
the heater or melter at the mills must carefully watch his steel during 
the entire process, and were the change of crews to take place at the 
critical period there is no doubt that numberless heats would be lost. 
The open-hearth department especially operates on a twelve-hour shift. 
It requires from ten to twelve hours to complete an open-hearth heat. 

I do not know that I can explain the process so that all of you can 
understand just what it means. Steel is charged into a furnace in the 
shape of pig iron, molten iron, and scraps. All of it must be carefully 
watched during the entire process. A workman has to familiarize 
himself with the nature and peculiarities of each heat, and he can only 
become thoroughly acquainted by continually watching it during the 
whole process. Ii the crews were changed just at the time the heat 
was about being completed the steel would undoubtedly be spoiled, 
because the men coming on do not understand the conditions that have 
prevailed all the way through the process. 

. Mr. Gilbert. Would not that be covered by the emergency feature 
of the bill? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not so understand it. If we can consider the bill 
to mean that I do not know that we need take another minute of your 
time, because such an emergency would arise every day. 
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Mr. Hayden. That is to say, you do not consider the word "emer- 
gency" and the word "necessity" as being synonymous? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not. 

Mr. Spalding. It seems to me that this matter of shareholders 
working more than eight hours a day was not entirely cleared up. As 
an individual employer you would have the right to say that nobody 
should work for you more than eight hours a day. 

Mr. Hunt. Certainly. 

Mr. Spalding. Do you not recognize that, in this instance, the Gov- 
ernment is the employer, which makes the contract, and that the Gov- 
ernment would have the same right as an individual employer to say 
that it would employ nobody except for eight hours a day? 

Mr. Hunt. That might operate as you suggest, provided you had a 
mill full of Government work and did nothing but Government work. 

Mr. Spalding. I am taking the legal proposition which you advance. 
With reference to Government work only, would not the Government 
have the same right to say that it would employ nobody expect for 
eight hours a day as any individual would have to say that? 

Mr. Hunt. I should think so. 

Mr. Hughes. Your answer to that was only a joke, was it not? 

Mr. Hunt. It was a question that I did not exactly understand. 
The question came up because we have quite a number of employees 
who are shareholders. 

Mr. Hughes. How many? 

Mr. Hunt. About 1,000. 

Mr. Herbert. When you are working on Government work the 
laborors and mechanics who are working on it are employed by you* 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Herbert. They are discharged by you, are they not? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Herbert. They are paid by you? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Herbert. Then they are your employees and not the employees 
of the Government? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not understand that they are the employees of the 
Government. 

Mr. Gilbert. The Government has the right to control the employer 
who owns the entire plant and, therefore, the Government would cer- 
tainly have the right to control the employees of that employer, 
although he might be a subcontractor or be otherwise connected with 
the employer. The whole would include all the parts. - 

Mr. bPALDiNG. If Mr. Hunt should say that he would emplov, as 
an individual, no one except for eight hours a day, would he not have 
the additional right to say that he would buy no material on which ten 
hours a day work was expended, and would not the Government have 
the same right to say they would buy no material except that upon 
which only eight hours a day labor was expended? 

Mr. Hunt. I presume the Government would have the right to do 
that. The bill undertakes to cover the ground of subcontractors and 
any material furnished on specifications for the Government. We 
buy cjuite a good deal of nickel for making armor plate. Under the 
provisions of this bill we do not know how we are going to provide 
against loss when we buy the nickel from an entirely outside firm. 
As I understand the law/the contractor is directly liable to the Gov- 
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eminent for any infringement of this law. How are we going to con- 
trol the people from whom we buy nickel? How are we going to 
know whether the nickel people work eight hours a day or ten hours 
a day upon that particular nickel ? 

Mr. Hughes. Can you suggest any improvement that can be made 
in this bill? I presume you understand what the bill contemplates. 
If you can make any suggestions in the way of improvements we 
would be very glad to hear you. 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know that I could make any suggestion. Does 
your remark imply that it is absolutely necessary to pass a bill of 
some kjnd ( 

Mr. Hunt. We want to have as good a bill as possible before us at 
all times. 

Mr. Jenks. I think the principal objection to the bill is that clause 
which provides that you are not to permit your workman to work 
over eight hours in any da}\ 

M r. Gilbert. Every statute is to be given a reasonable interpretation. 
Do you understand that if you work a minute over eight hours it would 
be a violation of this law? 

Mr. Hunt. I certainly do, as the bill explicitly says so. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you suppose that an employer who, b}' mistake or 
inadvertence, permits his men to work a minute or two minutes more 
than eight hours would be subjected to the penalties prescribed by 
this bill* 

Mr. Hunt. I would like to ask you whether the Government could 
not collect, under the provisions of this bill, if you work one minute 
over eight hours? 

Mr. Gilbert. This is a penal statute and must have a reasonable 
interpretation. There must be a guiltv intent to violate the law. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you hold that there must be a guilty intent to 
enable this penalty to be collected? 

Mr. Gilbert, xes, sir; there must be an intentional violation of 
the statute. That is A, B, C law. There must be a quo animo, a 
guilty intent. A mere infraction of the letter of the statute, without 
a guilty intent, would not subject you to the penalties of the statute. 

Mr. Conner. I do not believe the committee will agree with you on 
that proposition. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am not asking the committee to agree with me. I 
am merelj* stating ni} T own view of the law. There is no such thing 
as imposing imprisonment or fines upon a citizen of the United States, 
under our system of jurisprudence, without a guilty intent. 

Mr. Hayden. is it not merely a breach of contract? 

Mr. Gilbert. That is a different proposition. When you come to 
the question as to the infringement of contracts, that rule does not 
apply, provided it can be shown that damage has accrued by the viola- 
tion of the contract. That does not come at all within the purport of 
this bill. 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of your output is taken by the 
Government? 

Mr. Hunt. Last year it was 3Jfe per cent, to be accurate. 

Mr. Hughes. Can you tell me what mills produce the greater por- 
tion of the Government work? Those are the gentlemen who are 
mostly interested in this bill, and 1 do not think we have heard from 
any of them yet. 

BH 10 
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Mr. Hunt. I do not know that I am able to tell you exactly who are 
our competitors. The Bethlehem people and the Homestead Steel 
Works, the Carnegie system, are the largest concerns I know of who 
are working on Government work. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there any concern that does practically nothing 
except Government work? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know of any. 

Mr. Goebel. About how many men do you employ? 

Mr. Hunt. About 7,000, The actual number is 6,696. 

Mr. Goebel. What are your hours of work ? 

Mr. Hunt. We operate our mills continuously. 

Mr. Goebel. You put on two shifts? 

Mr. Hunt. We work under the two-shift system. 

Mr. Goebel. How many hours for each shifts 

Mr. Hunt. Twelve hours. 

Mr. Goebel. That is a day's work? 

Mr. Hunt. That is a day's work. 

Mr. Goebel. Do you pay your men by the tonnage? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. You must have quite an advantage in production over 
the eight-hour mills in England. 

Mr. Hunt. We have. 

Mr. Hughes. That enables you to sell your product in competition 
with the English manufacturers? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes; but it is not all due to the twelve- hour system. It 
is largely due to the improved machinery that we have, which makes it 
possible for men to be on duty, although not continuously at work, for 
twelve hours. 

Mr. Hughes. You could use three eight-hour shifts? 

Mr. Hunt. It is just possible to do so, but the possibility of using 
an eight-hour shift means a change of crews at critical moments. 

I would like to cite a case or two to show you that it would be 
impossible to change at exactly the right minute. Take, for instance, 
a mill that is rolling a plate that would weigh 10,000 pounds, and 
it has passed through the rolls until it is almost completed. The 
time limit is up, and the shifts must change. Mr. Jenks has pointed 
out that it is impossible to change immediately. It requires some 
little time to make this change, and you have got to do it while that 
piece is on the table waiting to be finished. The men who come on, 
in the change of shifts, do not know what changes have occurred in 
the condition of that material since they left. They do not know 
what bearings have worn. 

They do not know how much the rolls have worn. This piece must 
be finished absolutely perfect, if it is rolled to a certain weight per 
square foot, or if it is rolled to a certain gauge. It must come abso- 
lutely within the requirements. The tolerance is so slight that it 
would hardly count. Now, even if } T ou could change instantly, the 
men coming on would not understand that material well enough to 
finish it with absolute accuracy, and that occasions loss. 

Mr. Hughes. How do you manage that under the present system I 
Do you work some of them thirteen or fourteen hours? 

Mr. Hunt. If we have trouble of that kind why multiply it by 
three instead of bv two. 

Mr. Hughes, ^ou do get away from that difficulty now? 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 147 

Mr. Hunt. We do in some cases. It might be well for you to 
understand that most of the important operations it is possible to com- 
plete during the twelve-hour period. Supposing you nad dipped out 
a heat of steel. It is dipped out in an enormous ladle weighing 50 
tons, and it is lifted up by a ponderous electric crane. 

This crane is 40 or 50 feet in the air. It is carried forward to the 
mold set to receive the steel for the purpose of making armor plate, 
for instance. The crane is perhaps 1,000 feet from a landing where it 
is possible for the man to go up and down. The steel is partially 
poured, and the eight-hour law compels you to stop at a certain min- 
ute. Tell me how you are going to get the man down and another man 
up under those conditions. 

Suppose that you could change your man at that time. This is a 
skilled operation upon which you can not put every workman. You 
have got to have a man operate that crane who is thoroughly up to his 
work. Now, suppose the man who is to relieve the man on the crane 
is not there. His street car is late, or his wife has been sick, or some- 
thing has happened to prevent his getting there. It may be five 
minutes or it may be an hour before he comes. It is impossible to go 
out and pick up another man to relieve the eight-hour man who is on 
the crane. Would you call that an emergency ? 

Mr. Hughes. How would a provision in this bill which would meet 
that emergencv suit you ? 

Mr. Hunt. It would improve the bill. 

Mr. Hughes. That is wnat I want to get at. Now, I want to ask 
you a few questions which you may not feel like answering, but I 
want you to feel that I am asking them in perfect good faith. Your 
concern is one of the component parts of the United States Steel 
Corporation? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. It is popularly supposed that by reason of the combi- 
nation of these various concerns a capitalization of $400,000,000 was 
increased to a capitalization of $1,400,000,000. That was a vast 
increase, if it be so. Do you think that if you were compelled to 
share with your men, or if you did share with your men a part of that 
$1,000, 000,000, by reducing their hours of labor from twelve to eight, 
it would be a great calamity to your company ? 

Mr. Hayden. Mr. Chairman, I submit that has nothing to do with 
the consideration of the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. Hughes. One moment. I explained my purpose to this gentle- 
man, and he is the one to make an objection to answering these ques- 
tions, if he has any. 

The Acting Chairman. I think it would be more satisfactory to have 
this gentleman give his views as to the operation of the bill rather 
than to depart from the bill and go into this general subject. 

Mr. Hunt. I could not answer the question, because I am not pre- 
pared to say that your premises in the case are correct. I do not know 
that the capital has been raised, as you suggest. 

The Acting Chairman. Did you have anything to do with financing 
the institution ? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir; I am purely and simply an operator. I have 
been a mill worker myself through all grades, and know all about the 
vicissitudes of a mill worker in a modern mill. I do know that the 
hardships which you may have been led to suppose exist do not exist. 
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I would like to tell you that, taking the entire vear of 190:5, our 
men, operating continuously, who were there twelve hours a day, 
only work nine hours and forty-five minutes a day, for the entire 
year. Those men are operating improved machinery, operated by 
electricity, hydraulic power, ana steam. The men will sit down on "a 
chair, or on a seat provided for the purpose, and will handle steel, 
although not continuously, for twelve hours, and will probably be just 
as fresh, or more so, than you gentlemen are who spend your time 
in your offices. 

Mr. Gilbert. How much intermission is given for meals and recre- 
ation during the twelve hours i 

Mr. Hunt. There is no time set aside for recreation. In most of 
the mills there is one hour given to the men for meals. Do not under- 
stand, however, that that is at a fixed time. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is that counted in the twelve hours? 

Mr. Hunt. It is counted in the twelve hours. The time for meals 
is taken as the men can best take the time. Of course, it is not at 
critical times, and all of them do not take their meals at one time. 
While some of the men are watching heats in the open-hearth furnaces 
the other men, whose duties do not compel them to be at their places, 
stop and eat their lunch. On account of the practice of waiting for 
the steel to come from the plant, or waiting for it to be heated, there 
is this loss of time of two hours and fifteen minutes a day out of the 
twelve hours, and there was that loss during the whole period of 1903. 

Mr. Gilbert. What would be the difficulty, except in the matter 
of expense, of having three relays instead of two? 

Mr. Hunt. Under the provisions of this bill the difficulty would be 
that you would be obliged to change at critical times. Another diffi- 
cultv would be that unless you would compel every manufacturer in 
the United States to adopt the eight-hour law, you could not compete 
with your neighbor who was working twelve hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. You do not have to compete with anyone, do you? 

Mr. Hunt. Ninety -seven per cent of our work is in competition 
with our neighbors. 

Mr. Hughes. I want to say that you are the first manufacturer who 
has come here and said that they were working twelve hours a day, so 
far as 1 know. 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know of any who are not working twelve hours 
in our industry. Maybe I do not get out among my neighbors enough; 
but I do not know any plant that isworking on an eight-hour day. 

Mr. Hughes. You have just made the statement nere that, under 
your twelve-hour system, the fact is that the men only work nine 
hours and three-quarters. 

Mr. Hunt. I can explain to you that the men are not overworked. 
I can not tell you how easily ttiese men will accomplish the enormous 
task set them. They do not have to do it. We only nave three laborers 
in Homestead, and they are fire, water, and electricity. They are the 
laborers, and thev do the work. A man will lift up" 50 tons of steel 
by just simply lifting a lever. There is no laborious work at all 
about it. He will take a bar right off the forge and turn it over, end 
for end, just as easily as you would handle a cigar. I will admit that 
fifteen years ago this bill might have been necessary; because, fifteen 
or twenty years ago everything was done by hanS, and it was very 
laborious. 
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Mr. Hughes. About how many men would be necessary to operate 
this pl&nt you have spoken about fifteen years ago? 

Mr. Hunt. You could not get men enough to do it. 

Mr. Hughes. Just approximate about the number required to give 
you the same product. 

Mr. Hunt. The same product we are getting now? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Hunt. It would be utterly impossible to get out the product 
we are getting out now, because you could not get men enough around 
the piece. How could you lift ingots weighing 20,000 pounds? 

Mr. Hughes. They did not make them at all then, I suppose. 

Mr. Hunt. They did not make this product at that time. Improved 
machinery, and not the additional work of the workingman, has made 
it possible to get out the product we do now. 

Mr. Hughes. Explain to me how the workingman of fifteen years 
ago has benefited by the invention of this labor-saving machinery. 
What has been their share in the progress of mankind along these 
lines? Have their hours been reduced in any way? 

Mr. Hunt. Their labors have been reduced. Their manual work 
has been reduced. 

Mr. Hughes. But their hours of labor have not? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. Has their pay been increased? 

Mr. Hunt. There have been increases and decreases. I might tell 
you that three years ago we installed some new plate mills at Home- 
stead, and they were not efficient. They were improved and the part 
that was not right taken out, and new parts, improved machinery, put 
in. The rate that was paid when the mill started obtained until 
recently, due to the fact that we had this improved machinery. 

The wages of the men increased from 50 to 75 per cent, and they 
earned that increased rate right along for three or four years, before 
their wages were decreased. I do not think any manufacturer, who 
has the improved machinery that most mills now" have, would for one 
minute wait for Congress or anybody else to pass a law to protect the 
men working in the mills from overwork. You will understand that 
we have certain machines that must do a standard amount of work, and 
if these men were overworked they could not keep theiV machines in 
pace with the others, and we would not wait for Congress to pass a 
law to prevent these men from working overtime. 

Mr. Hughes. Are there any mills in England of the character of 
yours? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir; I do not know of any. 

Mr. Hughes. Any nine-hour mills? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know of any continuously operating mill. 
There may be a great many of them, but I do not know of them. 

Mr. Hughes. Is it not true that all the mills in England that are 
not nine-hour mills are eight-hour milts? 

Mr. Hunt. I am not prepared to say. 

Mr. Jenks. I believe that in the mills Mr. Hunt is referring to 
they work twelve hours a day, the same as they did when I was there 
as a boy. That of course does not apply to machine shops. I am 
speaking of rolling mills. 

Mr. Hunt. There may be conditions where eight hours in England 
or some other places would operate more successfully than a twelve- 
hour shift: hut I do not know of any. 
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Mr. Hughes. You have not given the English situation any particu- 
lar study ? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir; I have not. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you sell a considerable part of j r our 
product abroad? 

Mr. Hunt. Ordinarily, no. In times of depression like the present 
we cater to the foreign trade. 

Mr. Hughes. That is, you restrict the output so tai as this market 
is concerned ? 

Mr. Hunt. We restrict the output. 

Mr. Hughes. You do not throw it on the market when you think 
there is no market for it? 

Mr. Hunt. Undoubtedly not. 

Mr. Hughes. That is practically the same thing as the restriction 
of output bj' labor. 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not think it is the same ? 

Mr. Hunt.. Not by any means. 

Mr. Hughes. Will you point out the difference? 

Mr. Hunt. I think 1 can. Labor, which is universally paid on the 
tonnage basis, would undertake to make the run so mucfi per day, and 
wou la undoubtedly restrict the output of the mill up to the time that 
the wage was adjusted and fixed. I do not know whether I make 
myself clear or not. The workingmen, in restricting the output of 
the mill, will not let the tonnage go over, because the average tonnage 
per day fixes the rate of wages. Now, when the operator restricts the 
operations or restricts the tonnage, he only restricts it because there 
is no market in which to get rid of it. 

Mr. Hughes. Suppose there is no labor market in which to get rid 
of the labor that is offered, and consequently the men loaf, in order to 
make it so that there would be less labor offered in the market. That 
is restricting the output of labor, is it not? Taking labor as a market- 
able commodity, if a body of men get together and restrict the flow of 
labor, it is practically the same as the manufacturer restricting his 
output? 

Mr. Hunt. Possibly it is in that particular way, but that is not gen- 
erally understood among manufacturers as being a restriction of output 
by labor. They restrict the output, so that when the day comes for 
adjustment there will not be that average tonnage per day that the mill 
was capable of making. 

Mr. Hughes. That is because there has not been so much labor. 

Mr. Hunt. I do not understand it in that way. 

Mr. Hughes. I will not dwell on that subject any further. 

Mr. Caldwell. Let me suggest that, if I remeinber correctly, you 
stated that the average hours of work of your twelve- hour men was 
nine and three-quarter hours. 

Mr. Hunt, les, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. If it should be proposed to strike out eight hours 
here and insert nine hours and forty-five minutes, would you still 
object to this bill? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. Will you give the committee your reason? 

Mr. Hunt. I think I have already explained that our mills operate 
continuously, and that most of the operations can be done during the 
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twelve hours. If, under the provisions of this bill you make the dav 
nine hours and forty -five minutes, we would still have the same diffi- 
culties to contend with that we do under the eight-hour clause. 

Mr. Connell. Then you object to any restricted day, whether it is 
eight hours or nine hours and three-quarters or twelve hours, and 
your idea is that it is impracticable in your work? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir; it is impracticable, because, as I have explained, 
if your operator is not there and you have important work to do, either 
in rolling, or boring, or molding, then, according to the provisions 
of this bill, the work would have to stop at that point, no matter where 
you fix the limit. It would be impossible to do the work, and the 
piece would be spoiled, because the other men had not arrived at 
work. 

Mr. Gilbert. We could obviate that, if my interpretation of the 
law is not correct, by changing the language so as to make it more 
elastic, in order to meet that class of emergencies. 

Mr. Hughes. This gentleman has already stated that that would be 
a vast improvement to the bill if it could be done. 

The Acting Chairman. Did you answer the question as to what 
portion of the output of the Homestead plant is Government work? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir; 3.44 per cent was the proportion for last year. 

The Acting Chairman. You make armor plate for the Government? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. That is almost a separate department, I 
suppose? 

Mr. Hunt. It is separate in its finishing. 

The Acting Chairman. It is made up into steel billets in other por- 
tions of the plant, is it not? 

Mr. Hunt. The majority of the steel used for armor plates is made 
into ingots and then shipped to the armor-plate plant, where it is 
f orged and plated and fitted for the vessel. 

The Acting Chairman. I want to inquire where it left the general 
line of manufacture and commenced a course of special preparation? 

Mr. Hunt. Armor plate proper goes to the armor-plate' department 
in the shape of ingots. An ingot is steel poured into a mold and 
allowed to solidify. 

Mr. Gilbert. I wish you would repeat that, for my information. 

Mr. Hunt. Steel is made in an open-hearth furnace, and I will not 
undertake to describe the furnace. Then it is taken out in a ladle and 
carried over to a certain point where it is poured into the molds. 
These molds are made in some instances of sand, and in some instances 
of cast-iron. After the steel has solidified the mold is taken off, and 
it comes out as an ingot. That ingot is taken to the armor-plate plant 
and made into armor plate proper. Then, for belt armor and pro- 
tected decks and thin plates of that kind, these ingots are taken to the 
rolling mills and rolled into thin plate, which is then taken to the 
armor-plate department to be finished. 

The Acting Chairman. I would like to ask you one or two ques- 
tions bearing directlv upon this matter, and all 1 want with regard to 
it is your opinion. 1 know that you may not be the one to pass upon 
the question, and that you ma} r not have the information at hand. 
Could you afford to change your plant to an eight-hour system for the 
proportion of the Government work you are doing? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir. 
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The Acting Chairman. Would you do that* 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir. 
• The Acting Chairman. Would that mean that you would have to 
cease bidding upon the Government work you are now doing? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not think I understand your question. 

The Acting Chairman. I understood you to give it as your opinion 
that it would be impossible to separate Government work from other 
work which you are doing for the general market. 

Mr. Hunt. That is true. 

The Acting Chairman. And therefore I assume that if you con- 
tinue to bid upon Government work you would have to adopt the 
eight-hour system. 

Mr. Hunt. Under the provision of this bill we would, unless it be 
possible to separate our Government work from our trade work, and 
as 1 look at it that would be impossible. 

Mr. Spalding. What was the output of your plant last year? 

Mr. Hunt. 1,194,074 tons. 

Mr. Conner. Have you ever had occasion to talk with your men as 
to their wishes on this question? 

Mr. Hunt. I certainly have. 

Mr. Conner. What percentage of them do you find desire this 
change ? 

Mr. Hunt. When I was a mill worker almost none of them desired 
it. Since 1 have ceased being a mill worker I have had the opportu- 
nity, but I have not canvassed this subject very thoroughly. 1 have 
spoken to but very few about it, and they are not at all in favor of an 
eight-hour law, for the reason that it is impossible for them to make 
the earnings they are making now. They could not do it. I think it 
has been clearly demonstrated that it is impossible for a laborer to 
earn, in eight hours, enough to support himself and his family. 

Mr. Conner. What percentage of them would you say are opposed 
to this change? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know that I could give you any idea as to what 
the percentage would be of those who are opposed to it. I have not 
canvassed the subject thoroughly. I do not know that the working- 
men know much about this law. I am quite sure that if the law was 
explained to them, and if they were instructed that they could not work 
longer than eight hours under any circumstances, the majority of them 
would be opposed to the bill. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of your employees own their own 
homes? 

Mr. Hunt. I should say from 30 to 50 per cent — about 30 per cent. 
I think the condition of the workingman at Homestead is a very 
happ}' one. About 30 per cent of them own their own homes, and 
about 60 per cent of them have bank accounts. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of them are American citizens i 

Mr. Hunt. I should say about 40 per cent. The majority of our 
laborers, known as common laborers, are foreigners. 

The Acting Chairman. Do vou mean that 60 per cent of them 
have not the right to vote and arc not naturalized citizens of the 
United States? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir; I would not say that by any means. 

The Acting Chairman. The question asked was what proportion of 
them were American citizens. 
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Mr. Hunt. I did not fully understand the question. 

Mr. Gilbert. I did not m£an any particular nationality. My 
question was a plain one: How many of them are American citizens? 

Mr. Hunt. I should say about 75 per cent of them are American 
citizens. The condition of the workingmen at Homestead has 
been improved by the company adopting this system: They would 
allow the workmen to deposit any sum, from $1 to $2,000 with the 
company, and would pay tnem 5 per cent interest on it, when at the 
same time the company could borrow money for 2 or 3 per cent. 
Thev would accumulate a sum until they could buy a little piece of 
land, and then the company steps in and says: "We will lena you so 
much money to build a nouse on it." 

Mr. Gilbert. At what rate of interest? 

Mr. Hunt. At the same rate of interest that they paid the man who 
deposited the money. Thev take a mortgage on the property to secure 
the loan. Then they pay that off in monthly installments of whatever 
they get over and above enough to keep their families, which may be 
$10 a month or $40 a month or $50 a month or $100 a month. If sick- 
ness or anything of that kind occurs, so that the man can not meet his 
obligation to the companv, they would say: "Do not worry about 
this, pay it when you can.*' 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any string attached to that title in the event 
they cease to pay or in the event they cease to be emploj r ees of that 
corporation that they should forfeit their land ? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir; there is nothing at all of that kind. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is it through this arrangement that most of these 
men have become householders and owners of land? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir; I think so. 

Now, it is manifest that under the eight-hour system it would be 
impossible to fix the responsibility as to a piece of work that had been 
spoiled. It might be that you would have your heat in an open-hearth 
furnace charged on one turn and dipped on another, and that the heat 
was not of the right chemical analysis. It would be impossible to fix 
the responsibility for that last heat, and so it would be all the way 
througrn the process. 

It is also possible that the men might conspire to injure their 
employers. I do not think they would do that at Homestead, but it is 
possible that at some point they might do it. In collusion with the 
inspectors, they could very easily work five minutes overtime, and in 
that way do a harm that would be a great wrong. That is only one of 
the possibilities that might arise under this bill. 

Then comes in the expense of this work under the eight-hour law. 
We have at Homestead nearly 7,000 men, and Government work is 
done in nearly every department. How many inspectors would it 
take to watch these 7,000 men during three turns, ana who is going to 
pay those inspectors? 

Mr. Hughes. What is the practice now as to inspectors? 

Mr. Hunt. The Government pays the inspector. The civilian in- 
spector is paid $5 a day. How many inspectors is it going to take to 
keep the time of 7,000 men, distributed all over our plant F 

Mr. Gilbert. Do not your men all go to work at the same tii 

Mr. Hunt. You might do it if they would work twenty-fov 
a day. 

Mr. Gilbert. I mean if you have two sets of mejiaJUU^ 
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off at a certain time and another comes on at another time, you could 
do it. 

Mr. Hunt. One set of inspectors could cover that period in eight 
hours, but after that you would have to have another one, and at the 
end of the third eight hours you would have to have still another. 

The Acting Chairman. At the present time thev only have to 
inspect the product and see that it comes up to tne Government 
requirements. 

Mr. Hunt. That is all. 

The Acting Chairman. Under this law they would also have to have 
inspectors to keep track of the time as well as the product. 

Mr. Hunt. That is the way in which I understand the provisions of 
this bill, if I understand it at all, and I do not profess to understand it 
very well. As 1 understand the bill, it contemplates the present 
inspector reporting anything that he discovers along that line. 

Mr. Hayden. Do you know the number of Government inspectors 
in your plant now 'i 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir; it varies from five to eight. 

Mr. Hughes. The bill says: 

That any officer or perron designated as inspector of the work to be performed 
under any such contract^ or to aid in enforcing the fulfillment thereof, shall, upon 
observation or investigation, himself report to the proper officer of the United States 
or of any Territory. 

The Acting Chairman. The number it would take to properly 
carry out that law would have to be determined by experience. 

Mr. Hunt. You can readily see that to cover such a number of men 
would require a great force of inspectors. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not think there would be much difficulty in find- 
ing out that the law had been violated. 

Mr. Hunt. There is another objection to it. The inspector is given 
arbitrary power. He is not bound by any oath in making his report- 
In collusion with the workingman they might work a minute over. 
I do not know what good it would do him; and yet it could be done. 

The Acting Chairman. I think that point has already been brought 
before the committee. 

Mr. Hunt. I have not noticed, in any of the testimony, that Govern- 
ment officers have been required to testify. I do not understand why 
it would not be wise to get the opinions of Government officers in this 
regard. This is brought out by the fact that I happen to know from 
Government officers who are very familiar with our methods at Home- 
stead that they are not in favor of this bill. They are opposed to it. 
I do not know that I could give you the reasons why the}' are opposed 
to it, but that broad statement has been made. 

Mr. Hughk8. I will say, for the information of the gentleman, that 
during prior investigations General Casey testified that he was un- 
qualifiedly in favor of an eight-hour day. Some other Government 
officers have testified to the same effect. So far as this committee 
knows both the officers of the Government and the Government itself 
are committed to the policy. That may not be so now, but so far as 
I have read the evidence of the last hearing that is the impression I 
gathered from it. 

Mr. Jenks. It would only be a Government officer who was familiar 
with the production of steel who would have an opinion that would 
be valuable. 
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Mr. Hughes. I remember reading the testimony of General Casey, 
who was Chief of Engineers, and he said that it was impossible for a 
man to work on big guns more than eight hours a day for any length 
of time, and that after that period his work was not worth anything. 

Mr. Jenks. , Making *steel and working in machine shops is so vastly 
different that I do not see why the same rule should apply. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Hunt brought the matter up squarely as to the 
opinion of Government officers. General Casey and one or two others 
are the only Government officers that I know of who have expressed 
any opinion. 

Mr. Hunt. The question was asked here a few moments ago as to 
why we could not get out as many tons in twenty -four hours divided 
by three as we can in twenty-four hours divided by two. I do not 
know that it would be possible for me to explain why that is. It has 
been developed, in the former testimony, that men working on mill- 
work get a sort of a swing and develop a kind of team work which 
they do not develop during the first hours of their service. I do know, 
from my own personal experience, that the best work has been done 
from 12 o'clock at night until 6 o'clock in the morning. I do not know 
why that is true, but it is possible to get more work done in the last 
four hours than it is in the first eight hours of a shift. The men will 
get warmed up to their work. It is possible to do that because it is 
not laborious work. Our workmen have been classified by some 
writers as observers, and there is more truth than poetry in the 
statement. 

Mr. Schulteis. Let me ask you if you do not think that is because 
they save themselves in the first four hours in order to be able to 
work the last eight hours? Suppose you had to work twelve hours a 
day. Would you work as hard as you possibly could the first four 
hours, or would it be better policy to work slowly and gradually 
during the first few hours in order to have your strength to enable 
you to work the full twelve hours? 

Mr. Hunt. That might be true on the race course, but it is not true 
in the mills, because the men do not have to save themselves. They 
are operating machines. They are standing there handling levers. 
The crane does the work; they do not do it. The fact remains, how- 
ever, that taking the mills as a rule — and I do not refer to armor plate 
particularly, because there the operations are longer — they will do 
more in the last half of the turn than thev will in the first half. 

Mr. Schulteis. Suppose you stand still and do nothing at all for 
twelve hours. Would it not be laborious to stand still for twelve 
hours without sitting down? Would you like to stand still twenty- 
four hours in one place without working at all? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know that we have ever p,sked our men to stand 
still for twenty-four hours. They sit down; but, however, I will 
admit that would be laborious. But suppose these men, instead of 
standing still, were permitted to walk around, and to sit down, and to 
read the newspapers, as they do hundreds and hundreds of times. 
You see our men reading the newspapers and keeping track of events 
in the country. 

Mr. O'Connell. The machinery in the mill is naturally speeded to 
its capacity. That would be a natural and proper standard. 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. If that is so, and the machinery is speeded to its 



156 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

full capacity during the first two or three hours that it is during the 
last hours, is it possible that the same machinery, speeded at the same 
capacity, would produce more in the later hours? 

Mr. Hunt. The heater, where the work starts, may possibly not 
forward his material as fast then as he does later in the day, because 
he wants to get it all out that day. That may be an explanation of 
it. I do not \ now that it is the true one. 

Mr. Gilbert. It is not exactly pertinent to this bill, but I want to 
know if you have a system of insurance by which injured employees 
are provided for. 

Mr. Hunt. The Carnegie Steel Company have not. Mr. Carnegie 
himself has provided a fund which applies to a sort of insurance. 1 
may say, however, that an injured employee is taken care of. His 
doctor's bills and hospital bills are paid, and his family, in most cases, 
is taken care of. In some cases he is paid a certain sum of money. 
It is not in the nature of insurance; but the company is very liberal 
in that direction. 

Suppose that this bill should go into effect, and that we have on our 
books a part of an old contract. I can not understand how we are 
going to operate under it. An ingot, starting from the open-hearth 
department, will be on the road to completion before it is shipped to 
the Government, in some instances for a month, and in some cases for 
six weeks. Now, we have got to shut down a part of our armor plant 
until that contract is entirely completed, and until we get a new con- 
tract to be begun under the provisions of this bill. How can we pos- 
siblv do that? 

Mr. Schulteis. You are supposing that the act of 1892 is not in 
force at all. Under that act all contracts with the United States from 
August 1, 1892, are supposed to be done under this very system of 
eight hours, which extends to contractors and subcontractors. By 
the statement you have just made you confess that you are paying no 
attention to the act of 1892. 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know that we are compelled to do so. The act 
of 1892 does not apply to the Homestead Steel Works. 

Mr. Schulteis. Why not? 

Mr. Hunt. As I understand it, the act of 1892 applies only to public 
works, to docks, yards, and things of that sort. 

Mr. Hughes. I never heard of it having been held by any tribunal 
that that is so, but that seems to be the general understanding with 
regard to the law. 

Mr. Hayden. When that question was raised the Attorney-General 
gave the act that interpretation. 

Mr. Schulteis. That point has never been decided by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. The decision referred to was made within 
twenty-four days after the law was passed. 

Mr. Hayden" It has not been decided by the Supreme Court; but 
the Attorney-General gave that as his interpretation of the law. 

The Acting Chairman. We have five minutes more, and if you 
would like to fill up that time you may go on. 

Mr. Hunt. I only want to refer again to the eight- hour division of 
time. Back in 1888 one mill of the Homestead Steel Works was oper- 
ating on the eight-hour system. It operated on the eight-hour sy$tem 
until 1892, at which time the twelve-hour system was adopted. It is 
true that, without a dollar's expenditure, as soon as the twelve-hour 
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system was adopted the production of that mill went up about 30 per 
cent. I can not understand how the shipyards on the other side of the 
water can increase their production by cutting their hours of labor 
from twelve to eight. 

Mr. Hughes. The particular concern to which I referred went from 
nine hours' to eight hours' labor. 

Mr. Hunt. Bv the elimination of the eight-hour svstem and adopt- 
ing the twelve-liour system, that one mill in the Homestead works 
increased its production about 30 per cent. 

Mr. Gilbert. Have you a system of merits and demerits among 
your men, by which there is a line of promotion marked out for 
efficiency ? 

Mr. Hunt. Only as the merits of the man come under the notice of 
his foreman, and it certainly does come under his notice. There is no 
manufacturer that I know of who caters to the workmen, so far as 
ability is concerned, to so great an extent as is done under the 
Carnegie sj-stem. 

If a man comes in there and does his work property and shows true 
loyalt}' and desire to promote the interests of the company, he is imme- 
diately spotted and commences to rise until he gets to the top. I do 
not think that would be possible if you limited nim to exactly eight 
hours' work. 

Mr. Gilbert. You would in a measure destroy his individualit}'. 

Mr. Hunt. You would destroy his individuality. Our friends here 
tell you, the employer, that vou must pay a certain rate of wages to 
every machinist in your employ, and to every bricklayer, and to every 
molder, and that you must give each one of them the fixed wage. If 
you have a man working for you in your crew who is efficient and 
worth that money and more, there is no incentive to him to do the 
best he can do to set his promotion, due to good work, because he is 
paid no more ana can be paid no more than the poorest man in the 
crew. 

Mr. Gilbert. How far is that neutralized by the fact that you have 
this modern machinery and that he becomes, in a measure, an auto- 
maton, merely supervising the operations of tne machine? 

Mr. Hunt. The disposition is to pay the men the best rate of wages 
we can afford to pay for certain work done. For instance, we pay 
our rollers $8 a day. The next man down the line will get $6, ana $5 
and $± and $3, and so on, until we come to our common laborers. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there any labor union that you know of that fixes 
the maximum rate of wages? 

Mr. Hunt. I do not know of any. 1 think they fix a minimum rate 
of wages. 

Mr. Hughes. There is nothing to prevent a manufacturer from 
recognizing superior skill, by paying'more for it? 

Mr. Hunt. There is under the labor-union regulations. Where 
they are not under the rules of the union you can pay your men more. 

T&r. Hughes. I think you are wrong there. 

Mr. Schulteis. There is not a union existing in this country that 
fixes a maximum rate of wages. You are confusing the maximum 
wage with the minimum wage. There is nothing to prevent you or 
your oompanv from paying as much as you please to your men more 
than the established wage. 

Mr. Hunt. Manufacturers, as a rule, are not apt to do that. 
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Mr. Connell. What is the minimum wage in your plant? 

Mr. Hunt. The minimum wage in our plant in 1903 was $1.60 a 
day for a common laborer. The maximum rate was probably paid to 
the rollers, who earn from $16 to $20 a day. 

Mr. O'Connell. Does he not have to pay a helper to do that? 

Mr. Hunt. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. That is his individual earning capacity ? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jenks. We have rollers in the Younestown district who aver- 
age $23.90 a day, from the 1st of March to the 31st of September, for 
every working day. 

Mr. O'Connell. What percentage is that of your employees? 

Mr. Jenks. It would probably run about 5 per cent employed at 
that extreme wage. The wages of these men I spoke about, who 
work four hours a day, average nearly $6. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you remember the first statement published of the 
corporation with which you are connected, showing the number of em- 
ployees and the gross earnings? Do you remember what the average 
of that was? I figured it out once, but I would not want to hazard a 
statement about it. 

Mr. Hunt. I could not tell you that; but I can tell you the average 
wage earned at Homestead last year. It was $2.57. That .includes 
every employee, even water-boys and messengers and laborers — every 
man employed there. 

Mr. Caldwell. Of those 7,000 employees, what number probably 
earn $8 a day or more? 

Mr. Hunt. I am not prepared to say. I should think it would be 
from 6 to 10 per cent; although perhaps it would not be. so many. 

Mr. O'Connell. What percentage of the employees receives $1.60 
per day ? 

Mr. Hunt. About 40 per cent of our employees are common labor- 
ers and mechanics. 

Mr. Hughes. What do the molders get now? 

Mr. Hunt. 1 do not know. I think they will, perhaps, run from 
$2. 50 to $3 and $3.25 a day. 

Mr. Schulteis. You were speaking a moment ago of public works 
as a layman. You are not a lawyer, are you? 

Mr. Hunt. I am a mill worker. You never saw a mill worker who 
was a lawyer. 

Mr. Schulteis. In your opinion as a mill worker and armor plate 
maker, will you state whether armor plate is Government work or 
not? Do private concerns have armor plate made for themselves? 

Mr. Hunt. I hardly understand your question. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you consider the work of making armor plate 
in your mills to be Government work ? 

Mr. Hunt. I say that it is not Government work until the Govern- 
ment accepts and pays for it. They have no vested right in it until 
they accept it and pay for it. I do not know whether that answers 
your question. 

Mr. Schulteis. The Government orders this work just as any other 
individual orders work to be made for him? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. 

Mr. Schulteis. And you do not consider it to be Government work 
when they order it from you? 
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Mr. Hunt. We know, undoubtedly, that it is work for the 
Government. 

Air. Schulteis. What is your opinion, as a layman, about that? 
We have always considered it Government work and have never asked 
the Supreme Court to decide it. I want your opinion as a layman, 
and one engaged in the business, whether you think the making of 
armor plate is Government work or private work ? 

Mr. Hunt. It is known in the plant as Government work, and we 
class it as Government work, but only to designate it from other work 
that we do. I do not know that I am right in the matter, but I think 
the Government has no vested right in a pound of that steel until they 
accept and pay for it. 

Mr. Gilbert. Certainly not; but that is a different proposition. 
The question is whether you are not working for the Government 
when you are making material under contract with the Government. 

Mr. Hunt. Our men are not working for the Government. 

The Acting Chairman. There are two gentlemen here from Chicago 
who have been here before, and they can not wait for the hearing 
to-morrow. Suppose w T e give them now fifteen minutes apiece. 

Mr. Hayden. Mr. McCammon asked me to submit a certain mat- 
ter to the committee to-day, and I had expected to occupy about fifteen 
minutes of your time. 

The Acting Chairman. I will remain thirtv minutes longer, and if 
the* other members of the committee are willing to remain you can 
proceed. 

STATEMENT OF MB. C. N. FAY, OF CHICAGO, ILL. 

Mr. Fay. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am feeling very unwell 
to-day, and I therefore ask the courtesy of the committee to permit me 
to make my statement a general one, without interruption, after which 
I will be ready to answer any questions that may develop. 

I assume that this committee and the House of Representatives will 
pass this bill, if it is passed at all, for three reasons: First, because it 
is inherently right; secondly, because it is expedient; and thirdly, 
because it is workable for all parties in interest. 

I take it there are four parties in interest. The Government is the 
buyer; the manufacturer is the seller; the workman, in whose interest 
this bill is introduced, comes next; and, lastly, the general public. I 
will take up each one of these four interests in order and try to 
consider it in the light of right, expediency, and workableness. 

And, first, as to the right of the Government to buy material which 
is manufactured under an eight hour day as the limit. I assume, for 
the purposes of this discussion, that the limit fixed in the bill is a cast- 
iron limit, eight hours a day and no more and no less. 

The Supreme Court has passed on that question in the Kansas cases, 
and has decided that the Government has the legal right to buy mate- 
rial manufactured in any length of time that it chooses, even in one 
minute, if necessary. The question of right, therefore, so far as the 
Government is concerned, does not arise. 

Next is the question of expedienc3 r . Is it good for the Government 
to buy material manufactured in an eight-hour day? Is it to the 
interests of the Government of the United States? Probabl\~ every 
manufacturer who has testified here has testified that it would inevita- 
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bly raise the cost of that material to the Government. I will so 
testify if questions are asked of me individually about my individual 
industry. 

I think it stands to reason that if work is performed in an eight- 
hour day, which is the object of this bill, that the cost of the labor 
must be increased, unless the productivity of the machine can be 
increased. Therefore it is not to the interest of the Government, in 
buying, to fix the number of hours in which the material must be 

Produced. No private buyer would for one instant, if you will par- 
on the phrase, consider such a "damn fool" proposition as to say 
that a man who was bidding on his work should not make the work in 
the manner and during the hours best suited, in his judgment, to 
enable him to make the lowest bid. I do not believe that you will get 
testimony from any manufacturer in the world to controvert tuat 
proposition. 

Before passing from the question of expedienc} r I want to sav one 
more word. Under the question of expediency must be considered 
the number of bids the Government will receive. If, for any reason, 
the number of bidders in the market for Government work should be 
diminished as the result of this bill it will tend, at least, to cause the 
interests of the Government to suffer. It may be that among the lim- 
ited number of bidders which remain there may be some who will still 
bid as low as any bidder might; but the tendency of limiting the num- 
ber of bids is to injure the interest of the Government as buyers. 

Finally, is the bill on the part of the Government workable? Under 
that question the enforcement of the bill will depend on some kind of 
a system of inspection, some sort of a system for the detection of 
fraud, some kind of a system of espionage, following the product clear 
back through the various manufactures, from the mine to the Govern- 
ment workhouse, which in its nature must be exceedingly cumbersome, 
exceedingly costly, and exceedingly odious. When I was a young 
man there was a system in force for protection against frauds upon 
the revenue, andtnere was never anything more odious to the Ameri- 
can people. It was repealed with the repeal of the income-tax bill, 
because it was recognized that to put spies on the American people 
was not American. Something of that kind is unavoidable in the work- 
ing out of this proposition, and I think it will condemn the proposition 
in the minds of the people generally. It certainly has done so in the 
judgment of every man with whom I have had the honor to confer 
about it. 

We will take up now the manufacturers. What is the inherent 
right of the manufacturer to manufacture goods upon an eight-hour 
day or a ten-hour day or any other day \ I have a plant in Chicago, 
bought and paid for with hard-earned money. I am offering employ- 
ment there at ten hours a day to men who are perfectly willing to 
accept it and glad to get it. We pay our debts. We pay our taxes, 
and we behave ourselves. We are good citizens, and tve try our level 
best to do what is right and just. We are producing goods, and we 
offer those goods to the Government. Is it a crime to be penalized to 
offer to the Government goods made on a ten-hour day or on any other 
kind of a day? Is there any moral right which justifies the Govern- 
ment in saying to me, as a manufacturer, that an eight-hour day is 
right and a nine-hour day is wrong and a ten-hour day is inhuman? 
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I submit that it is a question purely between me and the men I em- 
ploy, so far as my rights as a manufacturer go. 

Then comes the question of expediency. Would it be expedient, 
in the matter of Government work, for me, as a manufacturer, to 
accept work under the provisions of this bill? I can answer that 
question in two minutes. I would not touch a piece of Government 
work. I would simply run my business without it, and I would be 
one bidder who would drop out of the ranks of Government compe- 
tition. In my Judgment, that would be the case with a great body of 
manufacturers if this bill were rigidly enforced. And right here 
comes in the most unjust feature about the whole matter. In my 

{"udgroent the great body of the manufacturers would refrain from 
adding on Government work, unless they do so with the deliberate 
intent to defraud. 

Gentlemen, there is dirt enough about Government contracts. There 
is fraud and evasion enough without this committee and the House of 
Representatives hanging up a premium for fraud on everything that 
goes into a Government purchase, a premium on evasion, a premium 
on bribery of spies and inspectors, because that is exactly what it 
means. You put a man in a position where, if he is going to bid on 
Government work at all, he has either got to lose money on it, or else 
bribe some one, you immediately put a premium on fraud, and you will 
find plenty of men who will bribe, and plenty of inspectors who will 
take that bribe. 

Next comes the question of workability on the part of the manu- 
facturer. I do not pretend to speak for" every manufacturer, but 1 
can in general say this: The Government is one of the largest buy 
ers in the world. It is buying all sorts of things. For instance, it is 
buying caissons for a Government pier, and in tnose caissons it may be 
necessary to put pneumatic cushions. The "sand hog r that works in 
those caissons can not work over three hours a day under a pressure 
of three or four atmospheres. It is perfectly plain that, so far as the 
Government is concerned, it makes no particular difference from whom 
they buy those caissons, that is, so far as this bill is concerned, because 
the eight-hour limitation in this bill will not limit those men. 

You may go along a little further, and you will find that there are 
mines in which the men can not work more than six hours a day. 1 
am not a miner, but that statement has been made to me. The Gov- 
ernment buys a good deal of coal, but the six hour a day man would 
not be hurt." Then we come along to business of different character. 
Take the draftsmen who make drawings purchased by the Govern- 
ment. Draftsmen usually work eight hours a day. 1' heir eyes can 
not stand the work any longer, and those men would be just on the 
line provided by this bill. 

Next come men like myself, who are working factories ten hours a 
dav, and those who are working nine hours a day. Then come the 
railways, which operate for the convenience of the -public, the street- 
railway systems, the gas people, the electric-li^ht people, and the whole 
range of business covering public service, which will not be permitted 
for one moment to be run less than twenty-four hours a day by the 
public. Then you come to the farmers — the great mass of the workers 
of this country — upon whom every man of us depends. The sun and 
the frosts will not obey the bidding of the House of Representatives. 

eh 11 
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The seasons will not lengthen nor will the grain sprout quicker at your 
bidding. 

The farmer must do his work when he can, and he must work early 
and late. Is the Government to follow the food purchased by the 
Armour Company back into the hands of the farmer, and say to the 
farmer, You shall work eight hours a day? If so, how is the Govern- 
ment going to enforce such a law? How is it workable? In other 
words, taking the manufacturers of the country as a whole, how is this 
bill possibly workable? Gentlemen, it is a "pipe dream;" and that is 
all there is of it. 

>lext comes the question as to its application to the laborer himself. 
We have heard here from many men who have worked themselves up 
to positions of responsibility and trust. 

We have many men who are ambitious, and they have the right to 
labor as many hours as they please. But here is a bill which says the 
laborer shall nave no right to work more than eight hours a day. Mind 
you, I admit that the Government can limit the work, upon the mate- 
rial it purchases, to eight hours a day. It can saj' with perfect legal 
right, although I think with very bail expediency, that it wants that 
work furnished on an eight-hour basis, and if the laborer or the manu- 
facturer takes the job from the Government if is a matter of contract, 
and they have got to do it on the eight-hour basis or else commit a 
fraud. The tendency of this bill as I understand it, and as I believe it 
was stated before this committee by Mr. Gompers, the father of it, is 
to establish an eight-hour day for every man, woman, and child in 
America. 

In other words, its purpose is far reaching. And there you come 
to the question of the right of the laborer in general. There are a 
great many men who do not want their right to labor limited. They 
want to work. They are ambitious and industrious, and they want to 
work and make money if they can do it by working nine hours or ten 
hours. They want the right to do it. Furthermore, there is no 
labor union in America that has not recognized that right by putting 
a provision in every contract that I have ever seen submitted by them 
for a minimum amount, but not for the maximum amount to be paid. 

As to the expediency of this measure for the laborer himself, it is 
a matter of opinion, and a broad question which I will not enter into 
at present. I will simply say that my own individual opinion is that 
any limitation whatever of the hours of labor is uneconomical and 
inexpedient for all the parties concerned. The various incidents and 
different hours of labor which necessarily must prevail in different 
localities, show that it is impossible to make an arbitrary day. Why 
should you make an arbitrary day? Why not make it a matter of 
contract in each instance, and leave our business free? Do not try to 
trammel it by legislative enactment. 

As to the workability of the measure, so far as the laborer is con- 
cerned, I do not doubt that the laborer can work any number of hours 
he chooses, and I do not doubt that, as manufacturers, we can make 
any kind of a day we please. We will adjust the wages afterwards. 
That is a subsidiary Question. If we have a rigid cast-iron day, work 
could stop at 5 o'clock in the afternoon, or at 4 o'clock. A mere arbi- 
trary unit of eight hours a day is only a question of adjustment of 
wages. 

And finally comes the question as to the interests of the people, 
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which is the largest interest of all. What is the right of the great 
majority of the people? Their right is to buy what they wish to buy 
in the cheapest market. Their right is to have their individual liberty 
protected. 

What is expedient as to them? Expediency, as I said before, is a 
matter of opinion, and I will not try to enter into consideration of that 
matter now. In the days of the old guilds, which died a natural death 
a couple of centuries ago, all kinds of limitations on the rights and 
bours of labor were provided. They still exist in the old countries. 
They have their organization and property, but so far as being living 
actualities in business they have passed out of sight, because they are 
not economic. 

And finally as to the workability of an eight-hour day for the people 
as a whole. The whole farming population, as I said before, works 
long hours at one season of the year and short hours at another. The 
wives and mothers of the American people, the great mass of those 

Seople who are not rich enough to employ servants, work in actual 
omestic service from 6 o'clock in the morning until 9 o'clock at night. 
The actual convenience of the people demands twenty-four hours' 
service in transportation and matters of a like character. 

Gentlemen, I conclude by saying that it seems to me there is only 
one rule that is right, expedient, and practical upon this whole subject, 
and that is to put no limit on the working hours of any man. 

If I were asked to make a suggestion for any improvement in this 
bill 1 would say: Strike out the enacting clause. 

Mr. O'Connell. Will the gentleman state the business in which he 
is engaged ? 

Mr. Fay. I am manufacturing typewriters in the city of Chicago. 

Mr. Caldwell. How many hours a week do your men work ? 

Mr. Fay. Sixtv hours. 

Mr. Hughes. You said that the working people of America had the 
right to buv their goods in the cheapest market. Do you think they 
have that right? 

Mr. Fay. They are the people who go to the department stores 
where they can buy the cheapest. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not think that the Government has enacted 
legislation which prevents them from buying in the cheapest markets? 

Mr. Fay. I think the Government has tried to do so, and I think it 
has made a mistake. 

Mr. Hayden. Our next witness, Mr. President, is Mr. Arthur B. 
Farquhar, of York, Pa. 

The Chairman. Mr. Farquhar, will you state your name and occu- 
pation? 

Mr. Farquhar. My name is Arthur B. Farquhar. I am a manu- 
facturer of about fifty years' standing, and a student of political economy 
for more than that time. Where! am known at all 1 am known as a 
writer rather than as a manufacturer. 

STATEMENT OF ME. ARTHUR B. FARdUHAR, OF YORK, PA. 

Mr. Farquhar. Mr. Chairman, this bill has a somewhat peculiar 
position, in that it is urged not for any direct effects it may have, 
these being matters. of comparative indifference to its promoters, but 
for some remote result which it is expected to advance indirectly. In 
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the words of its most prominent champion: "The object is to have 
this bill enacted into law so that it may be supplementary to our 
private efforts to secure a universal eight-nour clay for all wage-earners 
in America/' 

In considering it we are therefore obliged to decide two questions: Is 
this remote result — the universal eight-hour day for all wage-earners — 
so desirable as to call for immediate steps to advance it* and, Is the 
proposed step suited to advance such result if Furthermore, to be 
properly suited for its purpose, there are two requisites — that it shall 
really advance and not delay, and that while advancing it shall not 
injuriously affect other important social interests. It has, therefore, 
three requirements to meet, and if it fails in any of them — if, in the 
first place, the universal eight-hour day is not desirable; or, in the sec- 
ond, the proposed step would not help to bring about that result; or, 
in the third, it would do more mischief in other ways than good in the 
way intended, then it is a step that ought not to be taken. 

That at some time in the far future the great mass of mankind may 
be able to obtain what suffices for their daily wants from a few hours 
of active toil has long been a favorite Utopian dream, and the devotion 
of the remaining waking hours to mental and esthetic cultivation or 
innocent social enjoyments is quite easy as well as pleasing to imagine. 
If only in practical life few hours could support a family as well as 
many I and if man, following his free bent, would seek none but refined 
pleasures and ennobling pursuits! But it is the practical world alone 
that here concerns us. The lessons of experience are confessedly less 
delightful than those of the imagination, but must be preferred. 

There are many noble exceptions, I gladly admit, in the ranks of 
those who depend on daily labor for their daily bread; but to the great 
majority of those on whom the gift of two more hours of leisure, to 
be spent at their own choice, might be bestowed, experience too clearly 
shows that the temptations to dissipation, or at best to a mere waste 
of the time, would be so strong as to make the ^ift no blessing. As 
to the other question, if as good a living could be earned in fewer 
hours, we have two uncontested principles to guide us — first, that a 
general shortening of working hours must result in diminished pro- 
duction; second, that the suffering from diminished production always 
falls most heavily on the poorer, the laboring, class. 

In calling the first of these principles uncontested, I am not forget- 
ting the claims so poetically and enticingly made by several large- 
hearted philanthropists who know very little of what they are talking 
about, that men can do better work, and even more work, in eight 
hours than in ten. Wh}- '( The argument is simple enough. Hours of 
work were considerably longer in the earlier part of last century and 
the daily product of a laborer considerably higher in the latter part; 
therefore diminishing working hours increases product of work, and 
therefore we should have more with eight hours than now with ten, 
which was to be proved. There is a double fallacy in this reasoning, 
as will easily be seen, for it neglects the many other industrial changes 
of the last century, apart from, and quite possibly counteracting, the 
shortening of labor nours to ten, and it indicates no reason whv six 
hours might not prove more productive than eight, or five than six. 

Dismissing claims of this somewhat preposterous character, we may 
speak of our conclusion that a general diminution of hours of labor to 
eight would result in diminished production as " uncontested," on the 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 165 

evidence of the proposed bill itself. By expresslv exempting from its 
penalty provisions contracts for supplies, etc., during war or other 
"extraordinary emergency" — in cases, that is to say, when more work 
and better work are particularly desired — it admits quite plainly that 
more work and better work are not normally to be secured from eight- 
hour production. Undoubtedly, if the proposed shortening of hours 
would really be the benefit to the workingman that is claimed, it 
would be won for him by a pressure of public opinion which nothing 
could resist; in fact, his employers would not undertake to resist it. 
But, since he and his must suffer more than we and ours from gen- 
erally diminished production, his interest lies not that way. 

As to the second requirement of the proposed step, that it shall be 
one which would advance and not delay the end in view, those are 
best qualified to speak who deem that end desirable. Prof. George 
Gunton, a well-known editor and political author of New York City, 
who has been an enthusiastic advocate of shortened labor hours for 
many years, in the course of a recent speech in which he earnestly 
and quite plausibly advocated a very different method of attaining that 
result, spoke of the present measure as "injecting the reduction of 
the working-day in spots, not even in industries, but in spots in indus- 
tries, and nearly the opposite of the true policy;" as " asking for it 
under conditions that produce the greatest friction for the least results," 
and as "quite likely to injure rather than help the movement." 

In Gunton's view, "To have it come effectively, the short-hour sys- 
tem must come with the consent of all, as a recognized element of the 
social movement of the time." To which it need only be added, that 
no objection could be made to any system coming in that way, and 
also that by his warnings — the warnings of a friend — the other advo- 
cates of the movement mi^ht well profit. 

The third requirement is that tne contemplated measure shall not 
be so injurious in other directions as to overbalance the good it may 
be supposed to do by advancing the eight-hour movement. This bill, 
however, is even more objectionable in its other tendencies than in its 
aid to the eight-hour propaganda. As I reminded the Senate com- 
mittee in 1902— 

It is pure, undisguised paternalism. It involves the assumption that business 
arrangements in which the contracting parties alone are concerned, as are those in 
which they agree upon the hours of the day during which certain services shall be 
rendered, may not De freely made by those parties, but must be dictated by the 
central lawmaking power. The amount of espionage and arbitrary interferences, 
involving possibilities of blackmail, which must accompany the operation of such a 
law if it is not to remain a dead letter, would befit an oriental despotism, but iB 
utterly foreign to an enlightened republic. 

The present bill has the same characteristics as the one before the 
last Congress, and if it can be justified, there is nothing in the whole 
programme of the socialists at which Congress need hesitate. It is 
true that this legislative prescription is introduced not as such, but as 
a contract freely entered upon by the manufacturer and employer; 
but that legislation should concern itself in any way with matters so 
far outside its proper sphere would be, in m}^ opinion, and in that, I 
think, of thoughtful citizens generally, a long step in the wrong 
direction. 

The minority of the Senate Committee on Education and Labor 
were unquestionably correct in proclaiming this bill unconstitutional, 
since the right of private contract is sacred, and this measure attacks 
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the very spirit of the Constitution in refusing to allow a man to dispose 
of hie labor, which is his most sacred property right, as he sees fit. 
The Constitution assumes maintenance of civil rights. There is no 
more important right than that of a contract between employer and 
employee, which this bill invades. 

Under this act an inspector has the despotic power to fine and 
imprison employees and employers, withholding payments due under 
contract without process of law. Can it be constitutional to thus 
deprive a man of nis property and liberty? The province of legisla- 
tion ceases when it prevents fraud and imposition; meddlesome inter- 
ference with private business is not its province; it is the entering 
wedge to socialism, which begins by absorbing individual liberty and 
ends in tyranny; in short, the bill is vicious in its tendencies and 
impracticable in execution, and had it not excepted cases of emergency 
ana the business of transportation, which gives it the character of 
class legislation, it probably would have been killed by reductio ad 
absurdum arguments. 

It is a fundamental mistake to treat labor as an evil; labor is a bless- 
ing to humanity — as a rule, the more work we do, the better it is for us. 

It must be borne in mind that the object of productive industry is 
primarily to meet the requirements of the consumer. 

The consumer — that is, the great public — requires abundant pro- 
duction. 

Production, to be abundant, should be under conditions as free as 
possible. 

It is from the demand of consumers that the compensation of pro- 
ducers arise. 

Those who are concerned in production are most satisfactorily com- 
pensated when the needs of consumers are most satisfactorily met. 

Therefore, all who take part in production as laborers, directors, 
carriers, or capitalists, are interested in providing that production 
shall be abundant and free. 

Consequently proposed restriction of abundant and free production 
is to be combated as hurtful to the welfare of the entire public. And 
since the wages of labor come from capital, and capital is created by 
labor, the employer and employee are interdependent, and any inter- 
ference between them can only bring injury to both. 

With the manufacturer, under present conditions, it is largely a 
question of '" the survival of the fittest f he must economize more 
closely and exercise greater care in the management of his business — 
in short, work much harder to earn a profit than formerly; and the 
eifect of this eight-hour measure would be to add new burdens, retard 
his progress, discourage export trade, and ultimately reduce wages. 

You do not need to be told that it is only through practical applica- 
tion that any philosophy of human conduct can have a real value. Such 
questions as the number of hours men should work can be satisfac- 
torily settled only by evolution, not bv arbitrary enactments. The 
hope for the future is not in some irresistible pressure from the law- 
making power attempting to carry us to our goal whether we will or 
no, but on the enlightenment of the individual 

Since the measure under discussion is advocated by the leaders of 
labor unions, it may not be out of order to conclude with a few words 
addressed in part to them. 1 am well aware of the serious apprehen- 
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sions excited in some minds by the growth of the unreasonable strife 
between labor and capital. 

The education of tne masses has advanced, and is advancing with 
giant strides, and it will not be easy to fasten chains, whether of cor- 
porate interests or labor unions, upon a thoroughly enlightened and 
educated people; and whether the unions grow more powerful, or 
whether tney decline and finally give way to some form of organiza- 
tion altogether different, the situation is hopeful. There may be 
struggles and misunderstandings for some years, but since the unions 
can only acquire more power bv acquiring more enlightenment, more 
knowledge — that is to say, of wnat the best interest of the laboring man 
really is — and since the interests of laborers and employers of labor are 
one in the long run, this increase in their knowledge must be good for 
all alike. 

The unions as now constituted can only be superseded by some other 
form of industrial organization when it shall be proven that such 
other form advances tne true interest of labor more effectively than 
the unions do, and that, too, must be good for all alike. Thus the 
same prescription, universal education and universal commingling of 
interest, seems to be the remedy for both ills, monopolistic and labor 
troubles. The first of these has always been the American creed; and 
what is the second but practical Christianity? 

The Chairman. Mr. Farquhar, who do you represent? 

Mr. Farquhar. I represent the National Association of Manufac- 
turers. I was asked by them to come here. Mr. Parry is the president 
of that association, and I am the vice-president of the association for 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Hughes. Are you a manufacturer? 

Mr. Farquhar. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. What do you manufacture? 

Mr. Farquhar. Steam engines and agricultural implements, and so 
forth. We employ about 600 hands, and have been at work for about 
forty-eight years, and every man is always employed, regardless of 
depression. 

STATEMENT OF MB. ROBERT C. HAYDEN, OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. Haydek. Mr. Chairman, I had intended to take up about 
thirty .minutes, but I now prefer to submit briefly what I have here, 
and ask for the balance of the time at some other session. 

We have been appearing before this committee and the Senate com- 
mittee for about seven years, in opposition to this and similar eight- 
hour bills. There has been a great deal of very interesting testi- 
mony submitted, but this is no way to put before you gentlepaen a 
thoroughly practical and exhaustive statement or report upon this 
subject. 

I have here a suggestion in that line which Mr. McCammon asked 
me to present, as follows: 

March 2, 1904. 

Dear Sir: By the act of Congress of February 14, 1903, a new Department was 
created, known as the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

By section 3 it is provided that it shall be the province and duty of said Depart- 
ment, first, to promote and develop the foreign and domestic commerce, the mining, 
manufacturing, shipping, and fishery industries, the labor interests, and the trans- 
portation facilities oi the United States. 
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Section 4 transferred, among other bureaus, the Department of Labor to the new 
Department. It also provided that said Secretary should also have authority to call 
upon other Departments of the Government for statistical data and results obtained 
by them. 

Section 5 created the bureau of manufactures, whose province and duty, under 
the direction of the Secretary, is to foster, promote, and develop the various manu- 
facturing industries of the United States. 

Section 8 provides that the Secretary shall make an annual report in writing to 
Congress and "he shall also from time to time make such special investigations 
and reports as he may be required to do by the President or by either House of 
Congress, or which he himself may deem necessary and urgent.* ' 

It will be seen that this new department was established for the purpose, among 
other things, of promoting both labor and manufacturing interests, and to investigate 
the same and make such reports on matters connected with these interests as it may 
be called upon to make by the President or either House of Congress. 

We therefore respectfully request that the Labor Committee of the House submit 
to the Secretary ot Commerce and Labor certain propositions for investigation and 
answer, namely, to make a report on the labor situation as it will be affected by the 
passage of the pending bill (H. R. 4064); the necessity for the passage of the bill; 
the additional cost, if any, to the Government in the matter of its purchases and sup- 
plies if such a bill should become a law; to ascertain whether Government contract- 
ors in manufacturing lines especially affected by the bill would continue to contract 
with the Government if the bill becomes a law; to investigate and report more espe- 
cially what effect a new system introduced in the industrial world would have at this 
time, particularly the proposition to prevent either employer to employ or employees 
to work longer than eight nours under any conditions except those of emergency, etc. 

Also to investigate and report how far Congress would be justified in confining the 
application of such a law to only a few industries, say the manufacture of steel and 
armor used in shipbuilding and by those engaged in the construction of ships; what 
effect, if any, would the adoption of the policy proposed have upon shipbuilding 
interests generally, and whether or not this is a proper time to apply the proposed 
new system especially to the manufacturers of iron and steel and tb shipbuilders; 
also, why, if the bill is a proper and just one, it should not be applied to the manu- 
facture of other articles and supplies made for the Government; also to report as to 
the rate of wages and hours of labor prevailing in British and Irish shipyards and 
whether there is any arbitrary restriction on the hours in which workmen can work. 

Permit us to say that, by complying with this request the committee will Ix? pur- 
suing the method invariably adopted bv committees of both Houses of Congress, 
namely, to obtain reports from proj>er "Departments as to the effect of a bill upon 
governmental and private interests. Similar requests are made by other committees 
of both Houses to heads of Departments concerning the army* navy, postal and 
Indian service, rivers and harbors, etc. Before enacting tariff legislation, schedules 
are prepared by experts in the Treasury Department, full rej)ort8 are made by techni- 
cal men, investigations are made, sometimes by commissions, none of which has ever 
been seriouslv done bv any committee with regard to this proposed legislation. It 
can be said that legislation affecting the branches of the public service is founded 
largely upon the necessity for such legislation as reported by the heads and officers 
of the Executive Departments. 

Yours, very truly, Jos. K. McCammon. 

(Sent to earth member of House Committee on Labor, March 2, 1904. ) 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you appear here as an attorney ? 

Mr. Hayden. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. For whom ? 

Mr. Hayden. We represent the Carnegie Steel Company. I wish 
to make one suggestion to the committee in line with the letter just 
read. In the opening hearing before the Senate committee last year it 
was decided by the committee that the proponents of the bill should 
open the case and detail their reasons for asking its enactment. 

Mr. Gompers protested, saying that they were in the position of 
being asked to show the necessity, advisability, and safety of a meas- 
ure which could not be proven until it was inaugurated. Now, if the 
safety, the necessity, and the advisability of this and similar measures 
is so much in doubt, particularly the safety, we submit that some- 
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thing like a practical report from a practical department, which is 
created for that purpose, would show, better than anything else, the 
relative positions of the Government and the manufacturing interests 
on such a serious question as this. 

Mr. Gilbert. Mr. Chairman, something was said here at the last 
meeting with regard to fixing a date for closing these hearings? 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Hayden, have you any information as to how 
many other opponents of this bill desire to be heard? 

Mr. Hayden. I have not, sir. I have understood that there are 
quite a number of manufacturers who wish to be heard; but we our- 
selves have no more witnesses to present. We would like, so far as 
we are concerned, to have anopportunity to present a closing argu- 
ment. I know there are other manufacturers who have been trying 
to arrange a time to get here, and I suppose that Mr. Gushing and Mr. 
Du Brul can tell you what manufacturers wish to be heard. 

Mr. Caldwell. I. gave notice at the last meeting that I would 
move, either to-day or to-morrow, that these hearings close two weeks 
from to-day. I now desire to give notice that I shall, to-morrow, 
move that the hearings close two weeks from to-day. 

Mr. Goebel. I move we now go into executive session. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Thereupon, at 1 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m., the committee 
adjourned until Friday, March 4, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Committee on Labor, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. 6 7 ., March 4, 1904. 
The committee met at 10.30 oclock a. m., Hon. B. F. Spalding in 
the chair. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. W. D. Forbes is present before the 
committee this morning and desires to be heard. 

STATEMENT OF MB. W. D. E0RBES, PRESIDENT OF THE W. D. 

FORBES COMPANY. 

The Acting Chairman. Will you please state your name and busi- 
ness and whom you represent. 

Mr. Forbes. My name is W. D. Forbes. I am president of the 
W. D. Forbes Company, of Hoboken, N. J., and I represent my com- 
pany. We are manufacturers of articles that are very largely used 
in the United States Navy and by the United States Government. I 
also do a certain amount of commercial work. My business is the 
production of high-speed engines, such as are used on torpedo boats, 
in electric-light plants, and for steering gear on battle ships and for 
other purposes. I also manufacture other machines for the Navy. I 
am a contractor, as well as a subcontractor. 

When I went into the business of making engines I naturally looked 
over the field and saw that the Government was a large purchaser of 
engines. You, of course, know that the Government in all of its require- 
ments is very particular about material. It desires the very best of 
both material and workmanship. It is necessary, as you well under- 
stand, in order to produce articles cheaply to make them in quantities, 
and the more you can bring your manufacture down to one single 
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standard the better off you are. That is to say, if I were making pis- 
ton rods for my commercial work only I woulcl not need to have such 
a high grade of steel as I use in making them for the Government; 
but it pays me to use Government steel in them, so that we will not 
have to bother with varying quantities. 

The man does not live who, from mere appearance, can tell whether 
steel is the ordinary commercial steel or Government steel; but the 
Government steel is invariably of a very much better quality; that is, 
it is more carefully made ana has a higher tensile strength. They 
generally run the governmental engines higher than ordinary com- 
mercial engines; and a pound on board ship is a more important matter 
than a pound in an ordinary engine. Sometimes it goes into a part of a 
ship where a pound, if it goes above a certain line, becomes important 
by adding to the possibility of upsetting, although, of course, if it is 
below that line it does not. Tne Government uses the very finest 
material, and the difference in price between the Government steel and 
ordinary commercial steel is considerable. 

I should say, without stating it absolutely from the books that the 
machinery steel used in Government work would cost 8 cents a pound, 
while that used in ordinary work would be 2 cents a pound. 

If the bill which is before you for consideration was in force, in 
making these engines in quantities, I would be in the predicament of 
laying myself open to confusion and embarrassment. Suppose I 
received a communication from the United States Government to for- 
ward them a certain part of an engine. Of course I would take it out 
of stock and I would not know whether that steel was made on the 
basis of an eight-hour day or on the basis of a nine-hour day. It 
would, therefore, be absolutely essential for me to do one of two 
things, either to conduct my business entirely on the eight-hour sys- 
tem or do away with my Government work. 

Mr. Hughes. What do you mean by furnishing the Government 
with a piece of machinery out of stock? 

Mr. Forbes. To illustrate, the other day I got a telegram from some- 
where in Key West to forward a certain part of an engine which I had 
built some four or five years ago, as they had dropped something on 
it and had broken it. 

Mr. Gilbert. If the agent of the Government goes to your factory 
and buys from stock an engine that you have for the general trade, 
without reference to any particular purchaser, do you understand that 
this bill would affect the question as to the amount of labor that went 
into its construction ? 

Mr. Forbes. I understand that the provision of the bill would not 
be retroactive, but that it would affect it in the future. 

Mr. Hughes. Have you read this bill? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. It does not apply to any article on sale in storehouses. 

Mr. Forbes. But I am making parts of these engines for the Gov- 
ernment directly. At the present time I have a large number of 
engines on hand for the battle ship Virginia. 

Mr. Foster. Continue with that illustration jou started to give a 
moment ago. You started to say that you received a telegram from 
somewhere. 

Mr. Forbes. I received the telegram from Key West the other day, 
and I immediately went to my storeroom and took out of stock a part 
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that was just what thejr wanted. If this eight-hour system were in 
vogue I could not positively tell whether that part had been made on 
an eight-hour basis or on a nine-hour basis. 1 would be in a very 
awkward predicament and would lav myself open to fine for sending 
them a part upon which nine hours' labior had been expended. 

Mr. Hughes. There is nothing in this bill which could, by any pos- 
sibility, be construed to bring about such a state of affairs as you have 
suggested. This bill requires that the manufacturer shall contract 
with the Government, and that when he makes the contract this 
provision shall be inserted in it. 

Mr. Forbes. It refers also to the subcontractor. 

Mr. Hughes. It says that they shall include this provision in the 
contract, and if there is no contract the bill does not applv. 

Mr. Foster. You do not question that when he sends tne part there 
is a contract, do you? 

Mr. Hughes. Certainly I do; I say that it is a part bought in the 
open market. 

Mr. Foster. Even if it is bought in the open market there is a 
contract. 

Mr. Hughes. But not such a contract as is contemplated by this bill. 

Mr. Foster. Could the Government go to other places, in the 
general market, and get that part? 

Mr. Forbes. No; certainly not, because they are special. 

Mr. Foster. Could you go out irito the general market and get that 
part for the Government? 

Mr. Forbes. Absolutely, no. Nobody else makes that part and 
they could not get it from any one but the W. D. Forbes Company. 
The Government protects itself from overcharges by asking, when 
you take a contract or a subcontract, that you give them prices on 
variousparts which are likely to wear out. 

Mr. Foster. The Government is really forced to come to you for 
every part of those machines? 

Mr. Forbes. Absolutely, or else make it themselves. 

Mr. Hughes. It seems* to me the question is whether the thing is 
in esse or is to be made. 

Mr. Foster. We will not get into any controversy over that at this 
time. 

Mr. Hughes. We waste a good deal of time here by having gentle- 
men appear who have absolute misconceptions as tcT the meaning of 
this bill. Several of them have said that under the provisions of this 
bill they are subject to imprisonment, when there is no provision of 
the kind in the bill. 

Mr. Forbes. Is there not a provision for a fine of $5 a day for 
each man ? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; but there is no imprisonment provided for. 

Mr. Forbes. It puts a man, who is a party to a contract with the 
Government, in a position which no man wants to put himself in. If 
I had to, take government work on the eight-hour system to-day, 1 
would simply say, I can not do it, because my books do not show that 
I make a sufficient profit to enable me to operate on that basis, and I 
would not be able to get along with a lower output from my 
machinery. We can make no monev on a machine that is standing 
idle, and, unfortunately, we can not always make it when it is moving. 



172 EIGHT H0UR8 FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENR WORK. 

Mr. Caldwell. Let me ask you what number of hours constitute 
a day's work or a week's work in your shop? 

Mr. Forbes. Fifty-four hours. I originally worked ten hours a 
day, but some four or five years ago, after very careful consideration 
from the moneyed side, I made up my mind that I could run satisfac- 
torily on a nine-hour basis, and without any pressure from laboi 
associations, and without any outside influence whatever, I voluntarily 
went to a nine-hour basis. The mert said: "Hurrah! you are a good 
fellow." But at the end of about three weeks they came to me and said: 
u Mr. Forbes, we do not like this." I said: "What is the matter 
with it?" They said: "Well, we kick our heels here half an hour in 
the morning and half an hour at night, doing nothing, and we do not 
like it. Would you consider a change?" 

I asked: " What kind of a change do you want? " They said: " We 
would like to have you allow us, instead of working fifty -four hours 
a week, to work fifty-five hours a week and stop at 12 o'clock on Sat- 
urday — that is, work ten hours a day every day except Saturday, and 
on Saturday stop at 12 o'clock." I said: "I started on the fifty-four 
hour basis, and we will stop on Saturday at 11 o'clock." At that time 
they would wash up and go home to their dinner, and go oif for the 
afternoon. My men preferred ten hours work every day with shorter 
hours on Saturday. 

Mr. Caldwell. Then for five days a week you work ten hours a 
day, and on Saturday you work four hours? 

Mr. Forbes. Yea; and that seems to be more satisfactory to all the 
men I have employed. 

Mr. Gilbert. Can you quit work at the end of ten hours? 

Mr. Forbes. Of course we have some overtime. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there anything in the operation of machinery 
which would render it impracticable to stop at the expiration of ten 
hours ? 

Mr. Forbes. At times it would not be practicable to stop exactly at 
the end of ten hour*. For instance, if you are boring a cylinder, after 
the tool has started to bore it is necessary to keep it going until it 
gets completely through, in order to avoid a ridge. If you stop a 
machine that has been revolving all day there will be some oil in the 
bearings and the whole thing settles, and that causes the tool to form 
a ridge. 

But we can generally stop on ten hours. Of course our men are 
intelligent in that regard ? and thej r will sa} r , "We will not start that 
cut until to-morrow morning." It is not invariably necessary to stop 
running on the minute; at least we do not always have to stop at that 
time. We have had a very satisfactory result under our system. I 
have found by a little different system of payment I can Keep them 
in better humor and get better work. I pay on Friday. Friday night 
every man that leaves the shop has all the money that is coming to 
him. I keep nothing back. I thought I would have trouble with the 
men leaving me on Saturda}' at the end of four hours; but it is very 
pleasant for me to be able to say that I have had no trouble at all in 
that regard. I can not see, however, how I could run my shop on an 
eight-hour system. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not want to interrupt your train of thought; but 
I would like to ask how the production of your shop, under the fifty- 
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four hour system, compares with the production of it before that 
time? 

Mr. Forbes. It is somewhere between 6 and 11 per cent less. It 
depends entirely on the number of men 1 am working. The produc- 
tion is less, but it enables me to make a living* out of it. 

Mr. Foster. How many men do you ordinarily work? 

Mr. Forbes. From 40 to 70. They are nearly "all skilled mechanics. 
I think I have only four or five apprentices in the shop. 

Mr. Herbert. Do you mean tnat you have from 6 to 11 per cent 
less per hour or per day ? 

Mr. Forbes. That much less per day. 

Mr. Herbert. Do you mean that you get only that percentage less 
for four hours' work than you got for ten hours? 

Mr. Forbes. 1 mean taking the whole week together. On Saturday, 
of course, I get just four hours' work, or a little less, because they are 
just as long in tne starting and just as long in stopping on that day as 
any other. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you make engines for battle ships and for ocean 
liners? 

Mr. Forbes. Onlv the auxiliary engines; not the large engines. 

Mr. Gilbert. Where are they made? 

Mr. Forbes. In Hoboken, JN. J. 

Mr. Hughes. It figures out about even. You work about 10 per 
cent less and your production is about 10 per cent less. 

Mr. Forbes. Somewhere between 6 ana 11 per cent less. We get, 
of course, just so much less out of the machinery. If I wanted to put 
in more machinery I would not have the room for it, as I am pretty 
well filled up. I have never had any serious trouble with my men. I 
had a strike of six or seven months once, but under the system I am 
working now I want to say that my men have conscientiously tried to 
make the nine-hour system, or the fifty -four hour a week system, pay 
me. They have been very nice about that; but we have to keep at 
them all the time, because what is all right in the beginning is not all 
right at the end. They are like everyone else; they rush into work at 
the beginning and keep it up, but thev will gradually come down. 
The only disagreeable part of it is that 1 have to keep boosting them 
op all the time, which sometimes makes a little bit of friction, but not 
very much. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is the number of hours provided for in this bill the 
only objection to it, or is it also an objection to you and to all persons 
connected with Government work that the work must stop exactly 
on the minute, even if it provided for nine hours a day ? Is one of 
those features more objectionable than the other, or are they both 
objectionable? 

Mr. Forbes. They are both objectionable to me. 1 think that as long 
as I do not work my men long enough to injure their health that the 
contract should be between me and my men. I think that if I make a 
contract with any gentleman on this committee to work for me a certain 
length of time, no one has anv right to interfere with it, provided 1 
do not transgress the laws of health, and provided the contract is not 
immoral. 

Mr. Caldwell. Would it interfere with you, in your work, to be 
forced to quit exactly at the minute, on a nine-hour day? 
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Mr. Forbes. I could not quit exactly on the minute, on a nine-hour 
day. 

Mr. Caldwell. Then it is not simply the limit of time to eight 
hours, but it is the quitting at the exact time to which you object? 

Mr. Forbes. I object very seriously to that, because we could not do 
it. I have simply stated to you one illustration of that. Those cir- 
cumstances are very common. Any machinist knows that in boring a 
cylinder you sometimes have a piece chucked and, after vou start the 
machine, it is very important to keep it going. It would be almost 
impossible to quit. In fact it would be absurd? 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of the output of your shop for 
the last calendar year was Government work ? 

Mr. Forbes. Somewhere in the neighborhood of 85 per cent. 

Mr. Caldwell. Nearly all of it? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes, sir; nearly all of it. 

Mr. Gilbert. My contention is that the language of this bill is 
already elastic and does not mean a Procrustean rule, by which you 
are forced to quit on the minute; but if I am wrong about that, ana if 
we change the wording of this bill so as to introduce the element of 
elasticity and make it the duty of the employer to observe eight hours 
as far as practicable, could you not operate under an eight-hour day 
as well as under a nine-hour day, except so far as the mere difference 
in wages is concerned ? 

Mr. Forbes. Upon a difference to me of my entire profit, which is 
very important to me. 

Mr. Hughes. But you would not manufacture for the Government 
at the same price. You would increase your price to the Government 
to take care of yourself, would you not? 

Mr. Forbes. I do not think the Government would stand for it. I do 
not see why any set of gentlemen should try to compel the Government 
to pay more for an article than anyone else pays. 

Mr. Gilbert. It is well understood that the Government must pay 
more for everything than anybody else does. 

Mr. Forbes. You forget, gentlemen, that the only reason for that 
is because the Government wants a better article. I want to refute 
right here any idea that the growl against Government work is any- 
where near well founded. I have been working for various bureaus 
of the Government, and in many cases have been permitted to make 
deviations from the exact Government specifications, because it was 
believed that in doing so the interests of the Government were prop- 
erly safeguarded. Government work pays but a small percentage, but 
it pays it surely. Unfortunately, you never know when you are going 
to get your money. That is one very bad feature in Government 
work. You can not tell whether you will be paid in one week or two 
weeks or six weeks or six months. 

Mr. Gilbert. There is a very general impression throughout the 
country that a merchant or a citizen can have a building constructed 
on his own account for about one-half of what it costs the Government. 

Mr. Forbes. I could not speak as to buildings, but I know that my 
engines are priced just the same to the Government as to anybody 
else. I have a list from which it is almost impossible to get people to 
understand that I make no discount. Of course if the Government 
wants certain extra parts they pay for them. I have no trouble in 
that way at all. After the experience I have had with the nine-hour 
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day I want to say that if I were compelled to go to an eight-hour day 
it would lower my output so that I would have to quit business witn 
the Government. * 

Mr. Hughes. But everybody else would be affected in precisely the 
same manner. 

Mr. Forbes. Then it would be up to you, in Congress, to account 
for making the Government pay more for an article than other people 
pay for it. That surely would "not be fair. 

Mr. Hughes. We are trying to get at what you are worrying about. 

Mr. Forbes. What would I do with my other hour on commercial 
work? The result would be that it would crowd out my commercial 
work entirely or it would crowd out my Government work entirely. 
I could not mix the two with any sort of commercial success. 

Mr. Spalding. If I understand you correctly, you say that you 
charge the Government for the same article, of the same quality/the 
same that you now charge other people? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; for the same article. 

Mr. Spalding. No more and no less? 

Mr. Forbes. No more and no less, for the same article. I have but 
one price and I do not deviate from it. I have, in some cases, aug- 
mented my prices to the Government on certain articles because they 
wished certain changes made. For instance, in ice machines there is 
a part called the valve stem, and they wanted, for this part, a different 
grade of material used. I increased my price because it took me a 
great deal longer to machine that part in that way, and because the 
original price of the material was greater. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you feel that you could successfully work your 
plant on Government work on the eight-hour basis and on commercial 
work on the nine-hour basis? 

Mr. Forbes. I know I could not do it. It would be practically 
ruinous to me. I do not say that from mere guesswork. It is what 
my books will show. 

Mr. Hughes. Your books will not show anything about the eight- 
hour day, would they? 

Mr. Forbes. No; but they will show the nine-hour day in compari- 
son with the ten-hour day, which would be a very fair comparison 
between the nine-hour day and the eight-hour day. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not think so, because you are operating in com- 
petition with ten-hour firms. 

Mr. Forbes. Possibty that may be so. 

Mr. Hughes. If you get the eight-hour day you will have to oper- 
ate only in competition with the eight- hour firms, so far as Govern- 
ment work is concerned, whereas, now, you are laboring under more 
severe conditions of competition. 

Mr. Forbes. What would I do with my other hour? How could I 
have my machines standing idle? 

Mr. Hughes. What do you do with the other hour now? 

Mr. Forbes. Stop my machinery and let the boys go home. 

Mr. Hughes. That is what this bill contemplates. 

Mr. Forbes. That would effectually stop me. The bill would cer- 
tainly work well in that way, if you want to stop us. This bill, it 
seems to me, should be labeled differently from the way it is. It 
ought to be called a bill for charging the Government more for work 
than it is worth, and making it legal to do so. 
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Mr. Hughes. It is a strange thing to hear a contractor inveigh 
against charging the Government more than a thing is worth. 

The Acting Chairman. Is there anything further you want to say, 
Mr. Forbes? 

Mr. Forbes. Nothing that I know of, except that it seems to me 
that this bill is trespassing on my right to make an individual contract 
with my men; and that it should not be done so long as the contract 
is a moral one and not injurious to health. 

Mr. Gilbert. How many hours a day do you say your men now 
work? 

Mr. Forbes. They work fifty-four hours a week. 

Mr. Gilbert. Under this bill they would work forty-eight hours a 
week. 

Mr. Forbes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Six hours less in a week? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you think that, under the eight-hour basis, the 
additional efficiency of tl\e hands and their better satisfaction would, 
in a great measure, neutralize the difference of six hours? 

Mr. Forbes. I can not see how it possibly could. 

Mr. Hughes. You are aware, I presume, that many firms have tried 
that experiment and have found that to be the result? 

Mr. Gilbert. I was raised on the farm, and the prospect of a holi- 
day would cause us to do two days' work in one. 

Mr. Hughes. You have never" had any experience with the eight- 
hour day, have you? 

Mr. Forbes. No; I have not. except foundry work. Some men have 
worked what they call practically eight hours. 

Mr. Hughes, iou have never had the opportunity to compare the 
eight-hour day with the nine-hour or ten-hour day? 

Mr. Forbes. No; but I have had ample opportunity to compare a 
nine-hour day with a ten-hour day. 

Mr. Hughes. Can you give us any idea how a nine-hour day com- 
pares with a ten-hour day ? 1 do not mean how it compares with fifty- 
four hours a week; but when you were working nine hours a day 
how did your production compare with a ten-hour day? 

Mr. Forbes. With a straight ten-hour day? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Forbes. It was less. 

Mr. Hughes. You have no figures on that? 

Mr. Forbes. I have not the figures with me, but I think I could 
show you the figures. 

Mr. Hughes. Are you positive it was less? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; "and 1 can show you that it is perfectly true. 
You must remember that my work does not take physical effort. 

Mr. Hughes. It is just a question of machinery? 

Mr. Forbes. It is a question of niachinerj 7 . No man in my shop 
ever needs to have a drop of sweat on his face, because the machines 
do all the hard work. 

Mr. Caldwell. It is a mere question as to how long he will run the 
machines? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; if I could run my machines twenty -four hours a 
day, with two sets of men, of course I would make just so much 
more money. My taxes would be just the same. 
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Mr. Hughes. You never tried operating your plant continuously? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; night and day, one day gang and one night gang. 

Mr. Hughes. With two twelve-hour shifts? 

Mr. Forbes. No, not exaotlv. The night shift work about nine 
hours and a half and the day shift work about ten hours. J started 
in as a youngster on the twelve-hour day. 

Mr. O'Connell. You say there is no occasion for any of your men 
to have a drop of sweat on their face, because the work is done by 
machinery? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. Is not the assembling of the parts all done by hand? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; but the parts are so light that, with rare excep- 
tions, they do not even have to use a tackle on it. 

Mr. Hughes. You manufacture small engines? 

Mr. Forbes. Yes; little light things. I think the largest engine I 
have ever built is 250 horsepower, and that required a tackle to lift 
the cylinder. But that is a very small portion of my work, and that 
is done by laborers and not by machinists. 

Mr. O'Connell. I understand fully the necessity of not stopping a 
machine when you are boring a cylinder, to which you referred a 
moment ago. There is, however, no injury in changing a man on the 
machine, if the machine continues to do the work? 

Mr. Forbes. No; you can put on another man and the machine will 
keep on making the cut, no matter whether John Jones or John Smith 
is looking at it. 

Mr. Caldwell. What rate do you pay for overtime? 

Mr. Forbes. We have an overtime card which is something like 
this: Up to 10 o'clock we pay time and a half, and after that double 
time. 

Mr. Hughes. How would you feel about a provision of this bill 
requiring eight hours as a unit for a day's work, and charging over- 
time for anything in excess of that? 

Mr. Forbes. I should say that was something you had no business 
to require. If I want to get my men to work overtime and they want 
double pav after a certain time, and I think it is worth it, I give it to 
them; and if I do not think it is worth it I do not give it or they do 
the work my way. 

Mr. Caldwell. What rate do yoii pay for work on Sundays and 
holidays? 

Mr. Forbes. I pay double time, except for repairs to keep the plant 
in order. If my engine should break down, and I have to have it to 
go to work on Monday morning, my men work on single time on 
Sunday to put it in order. That is my system. We never do any 
piecework. We run on straight time. I am a great lover of making 
mv men do what is right, andnot trusting to the piecework system at 
all. I much prefer the other wav. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Harold Lomas wishes to appear before 
the committee. 

eh 12 
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STATEMENT OP MB. HAROLD L0MA8, OP THE CROCKER-WHEELER 
COMPANY, OP AMPERE, N. J. 

The Acting Chairman. Will you state your name and business and 
whom you represent? 

Mr. Lomas. I represent the Crocker-Wheeler Company, of Ampere, 
N. J. They are electrical engineers and manufacturers chiefly of 
motors and dvnamos. 

I am their Washington manager, and am very much interested in this 
bill, because my business is to get Government contracts, and I am in 
Washington for that purpose. 

Assuming that this bill should go through, we would have to do a 
great deal of our work on a ten-hour basis, and do oui Government 
work on an eight-hour basis. Motors and dynamos are somewhat 
complex in construction; that is to say, there are a good many parts 
in them, and the various parts have to be made in different depart 
ments. Even a small motor or a small dynamo would probablv be 
worked up in six or seven different places. The frame would be 
machined in one place. The armature disks would be punched in 
another place. They would be assembled in still another place. The 
armatures would be wound in another place. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you mean different places in the same 
factory ? 

Mr.* Lomas. Yes, sir; different places in the same factory. All of 
these operations have got to* go on together, and it would be impossi- 
ble, from our point of view, to have these operations stop at a certain 
point for an eight-hour day, and have others go on for a ten-hour da3 r . 
It would further be objectionable because of the way our motors and 
dynamos are manufactured. Take, for instance, armature disks. There 
will be 50 or 100 of them required for one armature; but the man does 
not punch 50 or 100 and then stop. He will punch 1,000 of them. 
One hundred may be wanted for a Government job and the rest for a 
commercial job, but they will all be done at one time. There will be 
no distinction made between the two. 

It comes down to this, that so far as motors and dynamos are con 
cerned, it would be impracticable to arrange, in the same shop, to 
manufacture goods on an eight-hour basis and on a ten-hour basis at 
the same time. As you all Know, to-day electricity, and the agencies 
by which electricit} 7 is generated, is absolutely a part of our life. The 
Government is a very large purchaser of electrical apparatus. 

But every manufacturer has an immensely larger commercial busi- 
ness than he has a Government business. I believe that we are about 
the second largest manufacturer for the Government, and yet Govern- 
ment business is not 10 per cent of our whole business. There are a 
good many firms manufacturing goods for the Government; but I doubt 
whether the Government output of any of them is more than 10 per 
cent of the whole. 

Mr. Hughes. What kind of contracts do you take from the 
Government? 

Mr. Lomas. We take contracts for motors and dynamos. For 
instance, we are just furnishing the generating plant for the battle 
ship Connecticut. We supplied the Government Printing Office with 
our motors. 
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Mr. Hughes. Is it not true that a large number of electrical wire- 
workers throughout the United States are now on the eight-hour 



Mr. Lomas. No; there are no manufacturers that I know of on the 
eight-hour basis; none at all. 

Mr. Hughes. How about the men who are wiring buildings, putting 
in telephones, and installing plants? 

Mr. Lomas. The men who are wiring buildings are different from 
manufacturers. The people who wire buildings are under quite dif- 
ferent regulations. 

Mr. Hughes. How man}' hours a day do your men, who attend to 
the installation of plants, work? 

Mr. Lomas. They work the same as the shop people. 

Mr. Hughes. Ten hours a day? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; but that installation is entirely different from the 
installation of wires in buildings* We have gotten out a set of machin- 
ery and we have got to get it into operation at a certain time. Our 
men really have no recognized hours at all. They, stay with the work 
until they get through with it. 

Mr. Hughes. You do not do this work of wiring buildings, and 
things of that sort? 

Mr. Lomas. None at all. 

Mr. Nelson. Your own men that you have constructing these 
machines, and installing them, work how many hours a day ? 

Mr. Lomas. They work ten hours throughout the shop/ 

Mr. Nelson. Outside of the shop, where you are installing different 
plants in different places, how long do they work? 

Mr. Lomas. There is not much of that done. We do very little 
installation ourselves. We occasionally install a dynamo; but if you 
do install a dynamo or generator you have got to install it when you 
can and how you can. We very often supply generators for hotels, 
and they have got to be open at a certain time. In such cases, the 
machinery has got to be in and it has got to go. 

Mr. Nelson. You furnish men to install those. I want to know 
how man j' hours a day they work? 

Mr. Lomas. We furnish no laborers. We merely furnish a skilled 
engineer. 

Mr. Nelson. Is it not true that the Crocker-Wheeler Company have 
about eight men they employ on that class of work? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Nelson. I asked you how many hours a day they worked. 

Mr. Lomas. I have just said that they do not hav'e any regular 
hours, because they have got to work when they can get it. If they 
go to a hotel, which has got to have its plant started at a certain time, 
they have got to get that plant started. They are on a different basis 
from the men in the shop. 

Mr. Nelson. You do not know how many hours they work for a 
dav's work? 

Mr. Lomas. No; I could not tell you. 

This provision of the bill may or may not extend to subcontractors. 
I am not clear about that. The phrase " in the open market" is used. 
In the construction of our machines we buy a great many parts. We 
buy castings, and copper wire, and copper segments, ana mica, etc. 
Copper wire can be bought in the open market; but castings, which 
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are made on our patterns, can not be bought in the open market 
We are the only people who can buy them. I am not sure how far 
this bill would apply to those articles ; but if the eight-hour provision 
applies to all of them you can readily see that it would entail a tre- 
mendous amount of confusion and inconvenience. 

You may easily say: " Why should not the electrical manufacturer 
start out and make only Government work; and then there would be 
no confusion at all? " But unfortunately that is practically an impos- 
sibility, because Government work is immensel}' varied. One day they 
will ask for a 100-kilowatt dynamo for a battle ship and the next day 
they will ask for a small dynamo of three kilowatts tor a wireless teleg- 
raphy apparatus. Another day they will ask for some small motors 
for their navy-yard. 

I have shown you that no manufacturing concern has a very large 
proportion of Government business. So that, if this bill were to go 
into force, there would be no question but that every electrical manu- 
facturer, especially those of motors and dynamos, would say: "We 
can not do this work and we will have to give up Government work/' 
1 have laid a good deal of stress on the subject of motors and dynamos. 
I suppose some of you know how very important the electrical indus- 
try is to the Government; but 1 do not know whether you understand 
how essential it is. There has been a great deal of talk lately about 
the importance and efficiency of the Nav} T and about the increase in 
the Navy. 

Let me tell you, gentlemen, that to-day the dynamos on a battle 
ship provide the light, and they provide tlie power to drive the motors 
which operate the gun turrets. The guns are sighted and are loaded 
by motors. The deck winches are operated by motors. The pumps 
and everything else are operated by motors. In fact, all of the power 
is electrical, and it is an absolute fact that a battle ship to-day is com- 
pletely disabled if her dynamos give out. She is entirely crippled and 
there is nothing for her so do but turn around and go away. You can 
see, therefore, how absolutely vital the electrical industry is to the Gov- 
ernment, from the naval point of view. The same observations apply 
to the coast defenses. The guns in the most modem coast defenses are 
operated, trained, and sighted by motors. 

If this eight-hour bill goes through the manufacturers will practi- 
cally be compelled to say that they can not take Government work, 
and therefore the Government will have to build their own shops. 
They can not do that because it will take them some time to build 
them, and they could not buy a shop which would supply all their 
demands. In the meantime what would the Government do for their 
electrical machinery ? Even if they had their own shops, inasmuch 
as they would not be worked on competitive lines, the work would 
certainly be more costly. They would not have the spur of competi- 
tion, which is absolutely necessary. 

I do not mean to say that the manufacturers would not have some 
qualms about giving up Government work, because they would; but 
in some respects Government work is not so desirable. It is an excel- 
lent advertisement and we are all very proud to get it, but it is not 
desirable from the point of view of the electrical manufacturer, because 
the Government never calls for standard machinery. Every manu- 
facturer makes his money by selling his 5, 10, and 20 horsepower 
motors from standard designs out of stock, just like so many buttons. 
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But the Government never calls for a standard article. They do not 
do it once in a hundred times. Everything the Government calls for, 
unless it happens to be a duplicate of another order, has to be designed, 
which, of course, adds to the cost. 

Then after you have manufactured it the tests of the Government are 
very rigid. That, of course, is nothing which any good manufacturer 
is afraid of, but it all takes time. After that time nas been consumed 
you have to get your bills passed, and it will take three months longer 
on a Government contract before you receive payment than it does on a 
commercial contract. So you see that, from that point of view, our 
business in Government work is not desirable for the manufacturers 
of dynamos and motors. 

I think, gentlemen, this is possibly the entering wedge for a universal 
eight-hour day. I do not suppose there are any of us who have 
not felt that ten hours is a long time to ask any man to work, because 
it does not leave much time for anything else; but it is a question 
which you can not handle from the point of view of this country alone. 
If England and France and Germany, and other great manufacturing 
countries, are working ten hours or nine and a half hours, this country 
can not very well come down to eight hours. 

Mr. Hughes. Why should their example affect us? 

Mr. Lomas. Because, if you cut the hours down to eight, you increase 
the cost of your article. America to-day has an immense export trade. 
I mean an immense export trade even apart from cotton and tobacco. 
She has an immense export trade in machines of all kinds. I have 
been in London in business for an American concern and I know per- 
fectlv well that the prices of nearly all American manufactured articles 
are higher than the prices of those articles in England, France, and 
Germany. They are sold by reason of the energy and push that is 
manifested, by being on the spot, and by reason of a superior system. 
That is how those articles are sold. They are not sold on the question 
of price. In addition to that vou have a 4,000-mile freight against you. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not think it has been the policy of our Govern- 
ment to protect ourselves against the competition of these countries? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; internally. If you make an eight-hour law it will 
make no difference internally, but externally you are going to sacrifice 
a great export trade and make that trade much harder to get. 

Mr. Hughes. It seems to me the policy of this Government, for 
many years, has been to sacrifice the export trade. One of the great 
parties has contended that the home market is all that we need, so 
long as we preserve it to ourselves. I do not think you would get 
many people to agree with you that we are competing with German, 
French, and English labor in the matter of hours and wages. 

Mr. Lomas. But if you cut out your export trade there will be a 
terrible state of affairs in a minute. Although the people do contend 
that, at the same time every manufacturer is very willing and very 
anxious to sell his goods abroad and will continue to be so. 

Mr. Spalding. Do they get more for them there than they do here? 

Mr. Lomas. No; they do not, as a general rule. They get less; but 
they have a fair profit. 

Mr. Hughes. We pay the dividends and the other places get the 
advantage in price. 

Mr. Lomas. It is what Mr. Chamberlain has been calling "dumping." 
But of course a good deal of it is not dumping. There is a very fair 
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profit in many things sold abroad. I know the concern I was with in 
London existed on those profits very nicely, but they were selling 
something more or less special. 

Mr. Hughes. What were you selling? 

Mr. Lomas. Articles in connection with electric-tram work. We 
were a little bit ahead of the English market. They were not quite 
up to date in the manufacture of those particular articles, so that we 
had the start of them, so to speak. American enterprise has the lead 
in a great many lines. If you can get England, Germany, and France 
to say that they will adoptf an eight-hour day 

Mr. Hughes. England is already practically on a nine-hour day 
where she is not on an eight-hour day. 

Mr. Lomas. The English day is nine and a half hours. Nearly all 
of them work that time. 

Mr. Conner. How general is that? 

Mr. Lomas. It is almost universal. 

Mr. Conner. There has been some suggestion here that they had 
an eight-hour day. 

Mr. Lomas. They have in a few shops. There was a good deal of 
talk about that six or seven years ago. But the men who argued for 
an eight-hour day argued on the basis that they could get more work 
out of their men in eight hours than they could in nine and a half. 
That, however, has never amounted to much and the nine-and-a-half- 
hour day is much more universal than the eight-hour day. 

Mr. Conner. Does that information come from your having been 
there? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Spalding. How long a period does your observation there cover? 

Mr. Lomas. It covers nearly all my life. I was born there. Of 
course one does not observe these things much when one is a boy; but 
for six or seven vears they were observed pretty closely by me. 

Mr. Hughes. When did you last have an opportunity of observing it? 

Mr. Lomas. About two and a half years ago. 

Mr. Hughes. What firms do you recall that were working nine and 
a half hours a day ? 

Mr. Lomas. It* was so general that one never bothered to find out 
about it. 

Mr. Hughes. I never heard anyone contend that, at any stage of 
her economic existence, England had a nine-and-a-half hour day. I 
know they worked sixteen hours a day and twelve hours a day and ten 
hours a day and sometimes eight hours a day; but I never heard of a 
nine-and-a-half hour day in England. 

Mr. O'Connell. Are you familiar with the conditions in England? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. What is your opinion as to the ability of the 
English workman to produce, in a given time, the same amount that 
an American workman will produce? 

Mr. Lomas. He does not produce as much. 

Mr. O'Connell. The English workman does not produce as much? 

Mr. Lomas. The English workman does not produce as much as the 
American. 

Mr. O'Connell. I take it yon mean bv that that the workingman 
in Great Britain, Scotland, and Ireland does not produce as much as 
the American workman. 
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Mr. Lomas. The English workman produces a good deal more than 
than the Irish; but the English does not produce as much as the 
American. 

Mr. O'Connell. Is your company in competition with the Western 
Electric Company and the General Electric Company? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you know what hours the Westinghouse Com 
pany work? 

Mr. Lomas. No. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you know that they work forty-eight hours a 
week? 

Mr. Lomas. I should say that they certainly were not working 
forty-eight hours a week. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you know that they are working less than ten 
hours a day or sixty hours a week? 

Mr. Lomas. I do not know how long they are working, but I think 
the General Electric and the Westinghouse Company work about the 
same hours that we do, which is ten nours a day for five days in the 
week, and in the winter time up to 4 o'clock on Saturday and in the 
summer time up to 12 o'clock. 

Mr. O'Connell. You say the English workman does not produce as 
much as the American workman. You refer to the individual, exclud- 
ing the machinery used* in connection with him ? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; I mean the total result. 

Mr. O'Connell. You mean from the man alone, excluding all sur- 
roundings? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; 1 mean for the man. 

Mr. O'Connell. How would the output in an electric shop in 
England compare with the output in an American shop under the same 
hours; would it compare favorably? 

Mr. Lomas. No, sir. The labor unions have been very strong in 
England, and they have operated with the intention of restricting the 
output. They have had more influence in that direction there than 
they have had here. Apart from that, however, the man himself 
would not do as much as a man here. 

Mr. O'Connell. Are you familiar with the shipbuilding industry 
in Great Britain? 

Mr. Lomas. But very slightly. 

Mr. O'Connell. You remember a strike that took place in the 
metal trades in Great Britain a few years ago? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you remember that that strike was for a reduc- 
tion of hours from nine to eight? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; that was one of the points. 

Mr. O'Connell. That was a point of contention at that time? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. That would indicate that they were working nine 
hours? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; of course they are in the shipbuilding trade. 
That is a point that is often talked about and it is asked how it is that 
ships can be built cheaper in England than they are here. I think the 
chief reason for that is in the labor. 

Mr. Gilbert. There is a general tendency to shorten the hours of 
labor in manufacturing establishments all over the country. 
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Mr. Lomas. Yes; I think you can say that has been so for the last 
twenty or thirty years. They have always been getting shorter hoars. 

Mr. Gilbert. Just as the laborers increase in intelligence and attain- 
ment the more satisfactory the results of their labors are. As a broad 
proposition, is that so? 

Mr. Lomas. It is rather hard to answer that. The education of the 
laboring man is better than it was twenty years ago. I should say 
that would be so. 

Mr. Gilbert. Would vou not rather have employees working under 
an eight-hour system who are contented and satisfied than to have 
them working under a nine-hour system when they were discontented! 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; I think everyone would. But the question is can 
you do that? I maintain that you can not have an eight-hour day 
nere without sacrificing a great market, unless you have an eight-hour 
day in the rest of the world. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you think there is any possibility that the foreign 
markets will remain "open to us when we begin to interfere with them 
to any great extent? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; I think the spread of commerce will bring the 
nations closer together. 

Mr. Hughes. Bear in mind the attitude which we take, which seems 
to be the established policy of this country .and has been for years, 
that we are going to equalize the products of American industries and 
American labor by a tariff. Inasmuch as we are not believers in com- 
mercial freedom and the free interchange of commodities, do you think 
that other nations will for any length of time permit us to trade with 
them in that favored manner t 

Mr. Vreeland. I suggest that the gentleman from New Jersey 
ask the witness a question, rather than to open up another field into 
which it would not be practicable to enter. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not understand just what you mean. 

Mr. Vreeland. You are asking the gentleman whether he thinks, 
when we commence to interfere with foreign markets, we will be able 
to hold our own. I do not know whether he would be in a position to 
answer that question. 

Mr. Conner. I think we ought to avoid, as far as possible, making 
this inauiry political in any way. 

Mr. Hughes. One of your arguments, Mr. Lomas, as I understood 
you, was that the foreign market was what you are after? 

Mr. Lomas. I say that the foreign market will be jeopardized by an 
eight-hour day. 

Mr. Hughes. I do not think there is anything political in stating 
that there is a protective tariff, because that is a fact. I am not arguing 
that question and I do not intend to ar^ue it; but the proposition that 
this gentleman advances is that the foreign market is what we are after. 

Mr. Vreeland. I suggest that you simply ask him whether we will 
be able to maintain ourselves in a foreign market, under the proposed 
conditions, and let him consider all of the grounds, upon the supposi- 
tion that he is familiar with them. 

Mr. Lomas. I say that the laboring man will be no better off if the 
output is restricted, because there wfll be less employment; so that he 
is simply cutting of his nose to spite his face. 

Mr. Caldwell. Would you favor a universal eight-hour day I 

Mr. Lomas. Yes, I would the world over. 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORER8 ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 185 

Mr. Hughes. Do you do much foreign business now? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes, we have agents in England and on the continent 

Mr. Hughes. It is hard for me to adjust myself to this thing. We 
have long sought to protect the American laborer from the long hours 
and pauper labor of Europe. It is hard for me to think of protecting 
the Englisman against the long hours and low wages of the American. 
That is what confuses hie. 

Mr. Lomas. There has been no statement made as to the low wages 
of the American. 

Mr. O'Connell. You know that the laboring hours in Great Britain 
are less than they are in France. 

Mr. Lomas. I think they are about the same; but in France they 
have various hours of work. 

. Mr. O'Connell. Do you not know that the British manufacturers 
successfully compete in France in the sale of manufactured articles'* 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; but then in a great many lines France does not 
offer very serious competition. 

Mr. O'Connell. A gentleman, a manufacturer and a man of busi- 
ness, made the statement here a few days ago that the Scotch workman 
would produce 60 per cent more work in the same number of hours 
with the same number of tools than the American workman could. 

Mr. Hughes. That would be in the shipbuilding line. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you think that is possible f 

Mr. Lomas. Possibly "Mr. Forbes can tell you more about that than 
I can, because he was brought up in Scotland in the shipbuilding 
industry. The system is the cause of the cheapness at which ships 
can be built there. They have it down to a fine business system. I 
do not think it is so much the amount of work that each individual 
workman turns out as it is because of the fact that they know exactly 
what to do. It is system which does it. 

Mr. O'Connell. I take it you are a practical man and know some- 
thing about the operation of machinery. It would seem to be a 
physical impossibility that a machine speeded to its highest tension in 
Scotland could produce 60 per cent more work than a similar machine 
set down in New York City in a shipyard. 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; I would not for a moment expect that to be so. 

Mr. Schulteis. How long have you been in this country? 

Mr. Lomas. Off and on for five years. 

Mr. Schulteis. I would like to ask Mr. Forbes how long he has 
been manufacturing in this country. 

Mr. Forbes. I have been manufacturing for about twentv-six years. 
I think there is a clear misunderstanding in regard to this matter of 
workmen. I think that when the gentleman refers to the Scotchman 
doing 60 per cent more work, he referred almost entirely to the work 
on the hulls and the riveting of ships, and not so much to a machine 
work. With reference to the question of a workman doinff more work 
here than there, I want to call your special attention to the fact that 
we generally get the verv best. Think for a moment. 

When bov8 are brougtt up together in a village in England, which 
is the one that comes to America* The boldest, the one with the most 
self-confidence, the one who is ready to stand up with any man. The 
timid fellow stays at home. Our men are quick to pick up their work. 
The foreman of an establishment in London, when I was there, told 
me that he paid a shilling more per day to the men who had been to 
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America than to those who had not been here. When the statement 
was made here that the Scotchman did 60 per cent more work than the 
American it related entirely to manual work. I think, as Mr. Lomas 
has just stated, that is due to the arrangement of the work. 

Mr. Caldwell. How many employees have you in your establish- 
ment? 

Mr. Lomas. About 800. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. O'Connell, do you know how many hours a day 
the employees of the Westinghouse and General Electric Company 
work? 

Mr. O'Connell. They operate about forty -eight hours per week. 

Mr. Forbes. They have adopted that system very lately,* then? 

Mr. Lomas. I do not think tnat is so. 

Mr. Forbes. They may possibly be doing that on a certain kind of 
cylinder work, but that is not their regular time? 

Mr. Lomas. I am quite certain that is not so. 

Mr. O'Connell. I will furnish that information to the committee. 

Mr. Hughes. Does anyone know whether the men who do the wir- 
ing in these big buildings work for the big concerns or whether they 
work for individual electric contractors? 

Mr. Lomas. That is quite outside of my line.. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. O'Connell, do you know anything about that? 

Mr. O'Connell. They work entirely under building contractors and 
construction companies. 

Mr. Hughes. They almost universally work eight hours. 

Mr. Nelson. I can state that they work on the eight-hour system. 

Mr. Hughes. Did you put any dynamos into the Government Print- 
ing Office ? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. How many hours a day did the men work on that 
work? 

Mr. Lomas. I was not here and could not tell you that. 

Mr. Hughes. You installed that plant, did you? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes; but I suppose we only supplied one skilled engi- 
neer to install it. The laborers would be engaged otherwise. 

Mr. Caldwell. How many da} T s are you working at your plant? 

Mr. Lomas. Full time. 

Mr. Caldwell. What is that full time? 

Mr. Lomas. Ten hours a day for five days a week, up until 4 o'clock 
on Saturday in the winter time, and up to 12 o'clock on Saturday in 
the summer. 

Mr. Herbert. Does your company sell more abroad than it does 
at home? 

Mr. Lomas. They sell more to the Government here than they sell 
abroad; and the percentage of what they sell to the Government is 
about 5 or 6 per cent of the total. 

Mr. Herbert. You mean to say that you sell more of your product 
to the Government than you sell in foreign markets? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Herbert. Is your foreign trade increasing or decreasing? 

Mr. Lomas. During the last year it has decreased. That is due to 
the fact that the General Electric Company and the Westinghouse 
Company have established works in England and we have not. bo that 
you can not draw any conclusion from that fact. 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 187 

Mr. Herbert. Do you know whether the trade of those companies 
has increased abroad? 

Mr. Lomas. It has very greatly increased in England. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you know Mr. Chalmers, of the AHis-Chalmers 
Company? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. You know they have a plant just outside of 
London? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. O'Connell. Have you seen a statement made by Mr. Chalmers, 
when president of the AHis-Chalmers Company, in London about two 
years ago, that he could build machinery in his plant in the city of 
Chicago, and set it down in the city of London, cheaper than he could 
build the same machinery at his plant just outside of London ? 

Mr. Lomas. I did not see that statement; but a general statement 
like that is really of very little value. He might have the exact tools 
to do that work in America and not have them in England, and he 
might be turning out fifty of that particular article in America and 
not one in England. Under those circumstances he could do that. 
But if he were constantly manufacturing the same thing in England 
tbat he is in America he certainly could not do it. 

Mr. Hughes. What other element will enable us to get the foreign 
trade besides lengthening the hour* of labor and decreasing wages? 

Mr. Lomas. You do not need to lengthen the hours beyond what 
the}' are now. 

Mr. Hughes. Suppose we have the advantage over England in the 
matter of hours? 

Mr. Lomas. The element which has told and will tell is the element 
of energy, push, system, and enterprise. It is the taking hold of a 
new thing and working it up to the last hilt. 

Mr. Hughes. We have the advantage of them along those lines? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you think we need an additional advantage over 
them in the matter of longer hours? 

Mr. Lomas. You have the freight condition and high wages against 
you. You are never on an equal basis with them because you have 
got 4,000 miles of freight against you and the loss of time it takes in 
transportation, and the disadvantage of working so far from base. All 
of those are very considerable items, which Tiave to be taken into 
account. 

Mr. Conner. Is it not a fact that our goods sell on their merits 
abroad? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. There is a demand for them very often because 
they meet the demand or meet the emergency better than the local 
article will. In addition to that, very nearly every condition exists in 
this country and things that are manufactured to meet certain condi- 
tions here will meet those conditions in the rest of the world as the 
rest of the world develops. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you know what percentage of the American 
workingmen are engaged in establishments like the AHis-Chalmers 
and other manufacturing concerns abroad? 

Mr. Lomas. No; I do not. 

Mr. Schulteis. When these American concerns establish plants 
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abroad, do you know what percentage of American workmen they take 
with them? 

Mr. Lomas. Very few. I would say practically none. Of course the 
managers, the chiefs, and the foreman, and possibly all the executive 
people, are very likely American. There is a tremendously strong preju- 
dice abroad against importing American goods, so that one of their plans 
is to organize a company and call it, for instance, the British Westing- 
house, and then employ all the local labor they can get. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you not know that there is a strong prejudice 
against taking American workingmen over there? * 

Mr. Lomas. There may be; but they have never taken them there. 
They could not get them to go, for the reason that it would not be 
likely the American workingman would cross the sea and accept lower 
wages in England than he gets at home. He would not see the force 
of the fact that he can buy Iris loaf cheaper in England than he does 
here and that he would be just as well off. 

Mr. Schulteis. Is it not a fact that they do not have American 
workmen because there is a prejudice against bringing the American 
man into England? 

Mr. Lomas. No; but from a business point of view, if I were put- 
ting up electrical works in England, I would want British labor and I 
would try to bring the British labor up to the line of work, as we do 
it here. 

Mr. Schulteis. Are you familiar with the organization or society 
for the prevention of the introduction of foreign labor into England? 

Mr. Lomas. Not except by name. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you know that it has on its board of directors 
some of the most prominent people in England ? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Schulteis. From members of Parliament down? 

Mr. Lomas. Yes. 

Mr. Schulteis. Why is it, then, you think there is no prejudice 
against bringing the American workman into England, if you know 
there is a society formed, composed of the most prominent people in 
England, for that purpose? 

Mr. Lomas. There may be prejudice, but prejudice can not exist 
unless you bring the people there. 

STATEMENT OF MS. DANIEL DAVENPOBT, OF BBIDGEPOBT, COJTN. 

Mr. Davenport. Mr. Chairman, when I was here the other day the 
course of the hearing, by asking questions, somewhat prevented me 
from calling the attention of the committee, as lawyers, to certain fea- 
tures of this bill, to which I think their attention should be directed, 
especiallv in view of the remarks and questions of some of the mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Before I speak of that, however, I want to ask the committee where, 
if they begin this course of action, the United States Government is 
expected to stop. 

You know tnat in 1892 there was placed upon the statute books a 
law which makes it a penal offense for an employer, a contractor, or a 
subcontractor, in any work done upon public works, to intentionally 

Sjrmit a man to work more than eight hours in any one calendar day. 
ur friends, the opponents of those who are opposing this bill, state 
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that the act of 1892 has committed this Government to the policy of 
an eight-hour day. They say that was the intent of the bill, and that 
such a policy should be extended so far as the power of the Govern- 
ment will permit. There was a statement made here or a question 
asked the other day by Mr. Schulteis which would indicate that the 
friends of that measure contend that it did extend to such a matter as 
a subcontract for building a part of a battle ship. 

Gentlemen, 1 quite agree with these gentlemen that, if you adopt 
this bill which boycotts every concern that will not run its business 
upon the principle of an eight-hour day, there is no logical end to it, 
except the limit to the exercise of the power of the Federal Govern- 
ment. You gentlemen know that this measure is but one step in a 
treat programme, which originated in what was called the Boston 
Ight-Hour League. I want to read to you the programme of that 
league, drawn, I think, bv Ira Steward, the first great apostle of this 
doctrine. It was adopted in 1872. If you will notice this eight-hour 
legislation, you will observe that these" bills began to appear in the 
State legislatures and in the Congress of the United States in 1868. 
Perhaps I am giving you no information about what is called the 
short-nour philosophy, which has been exploited by Mr. Steward, and 
Mr. George E. MacNeal, and Mr. Gunton. 

This is the programme that was adopted: 

Resolved, That poverty is the great fact with which the labor movement deals. 
That cooperation in labor is the final result to be obtained. 

You gentlemen who are familiar with the nomenclature of this move- 
ment know that means socialism. 

That a reduction in the hours of labor is the first step in labor reform, and that 
the emancipation of labor from the slavery and ignorance of poverty solves all the 
problems that now disturb and perplex mankind. 
Resolved, That we demand legislation on the hours of labor, as follows: 
1. An amendment of the patent laws of the United States by which an exclusive 



right to make or sell shall be forfeited when persons are employed in manufacturing 
an article patented more than eight hours a aay. 
2. An amendment to the acta of incorporation of cities and towns, requiring them to 



adopt the eight-hour rule in the employment of all mechanics and dav laborers, and 
the same hours to apply to the same class of work for the State, whether directly or 
indirectly, through persons, firms, or corporations contracting with the State. 

3. Manufacturing corporations to adopt the eight-hour system or surrender their 
charters. 

4. All persons under 21 years of age to be employed not more than eight hours a 
day. 

Mr. Vreeland. Whose programme is that? 

Mr. Davenport. That is the programme of the Boston Eight Hour 
League, which has probably been as fruitful in the effectual promul- 
gation and bringing into operations these principles as any organiza- 
tion that was ever started. And I think I do the distinguished 
representative of the International Association of Machinists no injus- 
tice when I say that he is a believer in it. Certainly Mr. Gompers, 
the president of the American Federation of Labor, is a very able, 
energetic, and persistent advocate of these ideas. Now, gentlemen, I 
put it to you, as men and citizens, whether you should adopt this bill, 
which is to say to the contractor, You must not furnish your goods 
as cheap as you want to or as cheap as you can. 

You must not proceed upon the same theory as you do with your 
other customers; but you have got to run your business upon the basis 
and theory of an absolute eight-hour day — not an elastic day, as our 
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friend the distinguished Congressman from Kentucky says, but an 
absolute eight-hour day. If you do that of course you should amend 
the patent laws of the United States, because in that case you grant 
a license to a man, and if he wants to have an exclusive privilege you 
should be allowed to fix the conditions upon which it shall be granted 
to him. 

You will notice that this particular provision in this bill is but a 
small part of one of the planks of that platform. 

Mr. Spalding. Where do you find that platform? 

Mr. Davenport. I take it from an excellent work which 1 hope 
that every student of these matters will procure and examine. It is 
a book published by Funk & Wagualls, called the "Encyclopedia of 
Social Reform," ancl edited by a man named Bliss. Articles in it 
were contributed by Mr. Gompers and other prominent men. It was 
published in 1895. You will find in it a very interesting article on 
the subject of the short-hour philosophy, and you will find in it also 
the platform of the Eight-Hour League. 

Mr. Chairman, I understood that the particular measure that was to be 
considered and acted upon by this committee was what is called the Hitt 
bill, introduced by Congressman Hitt, of Illinois. It was the Senate 
bill, as amended by the benate Committee on Education and Labor, and 
reported favorably by that committee. It is to that bill that the obser- 
vations 1 want to make are applicable. I notice, however, to my great 
grief as a Democrat, that in the House of Representatives a member 
of this committee introduced an amendment to the naval appropriation 
bill which goes the whole length without reference to these qualifica- 
tions and exceptions. I should think it was probably the essence of 
what was called originally the Gardner bill. 1 assume, however, that 
the thrashing out this" subject has received here heretofore has 
brought the mind of every Senator and Congressman who favors 
this measure to the idea that nothing more or different from this Hitt 
bill, with its qualifications, could be attempted with any degree of 
safety. 

Let me say, while 1 am on this subject, that when I left your com- 
mittee the oilier day I took with me to my home in Bridgeport a steno- 
graphic copy of the remarks made by me, and having trimmed off the 
ragged edges a little and touched it up, I gave it to the reporter of our 
Democratic paper and our Republican paper and our independent 
paper, in a city of 80,000 people, and it was read throughout our Con- 
gressional district. In it, of course, I took pains to point out that this 
bill absolutely deprived the union workman and the nonunion workman 
of the privilege of working any more than eight hours a day even if 
they desired to do so. I pointed out that it had been introduced by a 
Republican Congressman in a Republican House of Representatives; 
that it had been referred to a Republican committee, and was to be 

Eassed upon by a Republican Congress, and would be approved by a 
Republican President. 

1 also pointed out that the American workman, so far as its provi- 
sions applied, would be deprived of the privilege of working more 
than eight hours a day, and that it would practically rob him of his 
independence; that from that time forth he would practically stand 
bound on the soil of his eountrv, stripped of the very right for which 
his fathers bled, to wit, the right to dispose of his time and his labor. 
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1 never did a more popular act, 1 received the approbation of union 
men and nonunion men in that community. I could read it in their 
beaming countenances, and I felt it in their gratulating hands. 

I can tell you, gentlemen, that when it is brought to the attention 
of the American people — the working people of this country — that the 
effect and purpose of this bill is to deprive union men ancl nonunion 
men of the privilege of working more than eight hours a day, when 
by the constitutions of the unions, and in all the agreements which 
they propose with their employers, overtime is expressly provided 
for, there will be no further trouble over the question whether the 
Congress of the United States shall or shall not pass such a bill. 

1 went out to Indianapolis to a meeting of the Citizens' Industrial 
Alliance. I was requested to come there. Our association, of which 
I spoke the other day, is not a member of it: but the president of it 
asked me if 1 would not come out there ana give them a little talk. 
When 1 was there they requested me also to appear here before this 
committee and urge upon the committee the fact that that great organ- 
ization was opposed to this measure. I want to say to you, as their 
humble representative, that they are desperately opposea to this bill. 

I now want to tell you about the city of Bridgeport, where I live. 
We have there the American Ordnance Company, which manufactures 
ordnance for the Government. We have the Union Metallic Cartridge 
Company, which of course manufactures ammunition for the Govern- 
ment. We have the Bullard Machine Tool Company, which manu- 
factures special machines for the Government; and in the adjoining 
town of Norwalk, we have the Norwalk Iron Works which manufac- 
tures compressors for the Government. Let me say to you with all 
sincerity, and talking to you as I would like to have men talk to me if 
I was a member of Congress and wanted to do my duty, and wanted 
to understand how the people felt — let me say to you that if it shall 
ever come to pass that any member of the union so ably represented 
by Mr. O'Connell is told that he can not have the privilege of work- 
ing overtime on any job for the Government for overtime pay, he 
will resent it and resist it. 

I know 1 am speaking in the presence of gentlemen who are supposed 
to be, and no doubt believe they are, the representatives of these men. 
But let me say that, in my judgment, there is a profound misunder- 
standing somewhere, and that tne individual members of the union, in 
mv section of the country, do not understand that the bill here is a 
bill to prohibit them absolutely from working overtime. 

1 want now to call your attention to certain features of this bill 
which are very interesting. You know that when the bill left the 
committee here, the Gardner bill, it had a provision in it that the con- 
tractor was to be responsible for the acts of his employees and agents, . 
and also that the contractor was to be responsible for the acts of the sub- 
contractor's employees and agents. The bill went to the Senate of the 
United States, and was reported. 

. Right here I want to say that there has crept into this report a state- 
ment to the effect that I spoke of the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Education and Labor as tb a man named McComas, 
from Maryland." I want to say that if, in the ardor of my talk, I 
used any such expression as that, I extremely regret it. It is unman- 
nerly and undignified to so speak of an American citizen occupying 
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the high position of a United States Senator from a great State, and I 
trust I could not deliberately have been guilty of using such an 
expression. Senator McComas says: 

It is a serious objection to the House bill that severe penalties are imposed for the 
acts and omissions of " employees and agents." Such acts and omissions may 
be unknown to the principals, unauthorized or forbidden by them. If the contractor 
or subcontractor directs such acts or omissions, or ratify them, then such are the 
acts of the contractor or subcontractor. If agents or employees habitually so act or 
omit, then knowledge will be imputed and the ratification of such acts or omissions 
be proven by such circumstances. 

These are, then, the willful acts of the contractor or subcontractor, and not of 
their agents or employees. It is the contractor or subcontractor who is to be made 
liable and for knowingly violating this law, if it be enacted. 

And so they strike out the words "employees and agents." 

His interpretation of this bill is that it is only the contractor and 
subcontractor that is responsible for the intentional violation of the 
law. 1 gather from the remarks of the hohorable gentleman from 
Kentucky, Mr. Gilbert, that that is also his idea. 

I called the attention of the committee the other day to the absurdity 
of that doctrine when the bill still contained the provision, that the 
contractor was to be responsible for the acts of the subcontractor, but 
I said then all I care to say upon that subject. 

If this construction which the Senate committee has put upon the 
bill is correct, then I ask vou what does this bill amount to? Suppose 
the directors of the Bethlehem Steel Company passed a resolution 
instructing all their employees and agents not to ao this thing. The 
Bethlehem Steel Company is the contractor. Under the terms of this 
bill could you hold that company for these penalties? 

I have only to refer you to the case of the Railway Company v. 
Prentice, in 147th United States, where the principle as to the liability 
of the railway company for the gross negligence or the willful mis- 
conduct of its employees is laid down. In that case the court says, so 
far as punitive damages are concerned, that you can not hold the princi- 
pal liar>le for the act of the agent. Of course they are liable for com- 
¥3nsatory damages, but they are not responsible for punitive damages, 
hat doctrine was applied in my own State in a case in which I happened 
to be concerned. 

The honorable Congressman from Kentucky, Mr. Gilbert, has an 
idea that this is a penal bill, and that its intent is to punish the con- 
tractor. Consequently, if that principle is to apply, and if the inter- 
pretation of the honorable Senator from Maryland is correct, then by 
striking out those words it makes this bill a nullity so far as its 
operation is concerned in relation to a corporation. 

I submit that one defect in this bill will involve every man who 
undertakes to operate under it, and will keep the Government officer 
and the manufacturer in a complete tangle of difficulty. What doe& 
the word "permit" mean? What is the meaning that will be attached 
to that word? Does it mean that if he allows it to be done he will be 
liable? Does it mean that he must intentionally assent to it? Does, 
it mean that he undertakes that it shall not be done at all ? 

The Congressman from Kentucky said it would be contrary to com- 
mon sense to interpret this bill in that way, because this is a penal 
statute. But the committee will observe that this bill is drawn in such 
a way that it requires the officer of the Government to insert in any 
contract a certain provision by which the contractor stipulates that if 
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such a thing is permitted to be done he will forfeit $5 a day for every 
man employed under the contract in which such thing is done. 

I submit that no lawyer, not even Secretary Herbert, would under- 
take to say in advance that the word "permit" was confined to the 
construction which the gentleman from Kentucky put upon it. I am 
quite confident that no man can assert what it means, and that it will 
never be determined until the Supreme Court of the United States has 
determined it. 

1 now ask your attention to another provision of this bill and ask 
you what it means: 

That no laborer or mechanic, doing any part of the work contemplated by the 
contract in the employ of the contractor or any subcontractor, * * * shall be 
required or permitted to work more than eight hours a day in any one calendar day 
upon such work. 

It has been clearly brought out before this committee that the 
employees of the Homestead Steel Works, although nominally they 
work twelve hours a day, really work only nine and a half hours a 
day. That was graphically illustrated by the gentleman who appeared 
here yesterday. 

What is the object of this bill? Is it to tie down the contractor to 
the effect that from the time a man enters his employ for the day 
until the time he leaves shall be eight hours, or is the eight hours to 
cover the time that he actually works? If it is to be eight hours from 
the time he enters upon his employment until the time ne leaves, you 
can readily see how enormously it cuts down the privileges and rights 
of the employer as well as those of the employee. . 

If, on the other hand, you take the other construction, that it means 
the time he is actually at work and does not cover the time he is sitting 
around reading the newspapers or waiting for another heat or a dozen 
different things, then how are you going to keep tab on it? If you 
had a thousand men it would require an inspector for every man to 
ascertain just how much time he did work, if such a construction is 
adopted. Is the penalty to be imposed only if he actually works more 
than eight hours a day '( Take either horn of the dilemma, and I sub- 
mit to you, as lawyers, that such a provision in the law is so obscure 
that it would reflect on the professional skill and intelligence of the 
man who supported it. 

What other construction can you put upon this law? It is one or 
the other; and if it is either, how unjust and difficult of application 
are its provisions. 

Let me refer a little further to this subject. In all of your wide read- 
ing did you ever find a law referring to the manufacturing business that 
contained such provisions as this bill contains? You take the reports 
of the Industrial Commission and search them through and you find 
nothing like it. The New Zealand law, passed in the very hotbed of 
socialism, expressly provides that eight nours shall constitute a day's 
work and that for overtime the workman shall be paid for overtime. 
Never, in their wildest attempts to interfere with the industrial system 
of the country, did they thinlc of putting into operation a law such as 
this, which would make it impossible for a man to work more than 
eight hours in any calendar day. 

Let me call the attention of our distinguished friend, the represent- 
ative of the International Association of Machinists, to the contracts 

s h 13 
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and agreements which are entered into between the employers and the 
unions. Take the agreement between the Metal Trades Association 
and the International Association of Machinists and see how carefully 
it is therein provided that for overtime a certain pay shall be allowed. 
They universally stipulate for it. That evidences one of two things. 
It evidences that the members of the union value the right of working 
overtime or it evidences the fact that they recognize the economic 
necessity for it. The necessity of the manufacturer at times demands 
that the men should work overtime. What is true of the agreement 
I have just referred to is true of every other agreement that I have 
seen set forth in these reports. 

Take the building trades. Under their agreements they work eight 
hours a day, but there is a specific provision that a man may work 
more than eight hours in a day and that he must be paid for over- 
time. It is the same in the Boston contract. It is the same in every 
one of the contracts between the building trades and the employers. 
It is the same in regard to the molders and in regard to everyone 
else. 1 lay it down as a fact that every one of those agreements 
recognizes that you can not have any hard and fast day which cuts off 
the privilege of working overtime. And that is what this bill does. 

But, you say, we will fix this measure up. Suggestions have been 
made here, and we will make the necessary corrections; but, gentle- 
men, you are like a strong man struggling in a morass. Every effort 
you make to extricate yourself only sinks you the deeper and deeper. 
When you attempt that you encounter two other difficulties. 

Mr. O'Connell.. In your former statement made before this com- 
mittee you stated the concerns that you represented, and among them 
you stated various building trades and Chicago societies. Are those 
firms not carrying on their business under the eight-hour day? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; but their employees work overtime. 

Mr. O'Connell. But they are working on an eight-hour day ? 

Mr. Davenport. They work eight hours, but if the necessities of a 
man's business requires it they will work more, and they are very glad 
to work more. 

Mr. Schulteis. They receive pay and a half or double pay for over- 
time? 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly. If this was a bill to regulate wages it 
would be another matter. But I sa.y that 1 really do not think, 
although there are very intelligent gentlemen here present in support 
of this bill, that they have fully appreciated the fact that this is a bill 
which, so far as the members of their unions are concerned, would 
strike at the practice of all unions by absolutely limiting the hours 
that a man can work in any calendar day. 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you know that these various concerns, which 
you say you represent, do work overtime in their shops? 

Mr. Davenport. Only as I am told. 

Mr. O'Connell. And to what extent have you been told? 

Mr. Davenport. To the extent that they do work overtime. 

Mr. O'Connell. You stated, in your former statement, that you 
represented the antiboycott league? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. You said that, later on, you would tell us why you 
did not want to disclose the members of that association; but in* your 
statement later on you did not tell us. 
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Mr. Davenport. I will cheerfully do that. When the necessity for 
the formation of an organization of that character was apparent to the 
employers of this country, 1 was requested to go out through the 
country and interview employers. In view of the fact that there was 
a great organization in the city of Washington, known as the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, composed of twelve hundred thousand mem- 
bers scattered throughout the country, which was directing their 
boycotting operations against individual concerns, it was thought 
judicious and sensible, with which view 1 think any sensible man would 
agree, that if any man was asked to join such an association his mem- 
bership in it should be kept private and in business confidence, so as 
not to expose him to the criminal measures of the American Federa- 
tion of Labor. That was the idea. 

You must remember that it was an initial movement in this great 
movement through this country for the purpose of enforcing the laws, 
and it leavened the whole lump. In going to these men they were 
told th^t their membership would not be disclosed. It happened in 
several cases that in order to defend a member he has been asked if 
he would allow his membership to be made known for the purpose of 
protecting him in hib lawful acts against the criminal efforts of the 
American Federation of Labor, and they have let it be known. That 
was the reason why the membership was kept private. Now perhaps 
a great majority of them would be perfectly willing to have it known; 
yet, in honor, their names should not be disclosed. 

Mr. O'Connell. Further on in your statement you say that you un- 
derstand you represent certain other parties who are opposed to this 
bill. In your statement to-day you say you think we do not represent 
our people. What I want to ask is whether, when you say that you 
believe and you think that you represent these people, you do not credit 
us with the same sincerity ? 

Mr. Davenport. I do not question your sincerity. I do not question 
the sincerity of any labor leader. The trouble about it is, they are too 
sincere. I question no man's sincerity. I would not undertake to say 
that you do not believe that you are voicing the sentiment of every 
member of your great organization; and yet Tsay that, from my inter- 
course with them and my interviews with them, they do not understand 
this bill as you understand it. 

Mr. Spalding. 1, myself, misunderstood this matter. You said, 
when you started in to-day, that these gentlemen believed they repre- 
sented certain people. I take it you mean that they believe they rep- 
resent their sentiments rather than that they are their agents? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes. Of course I am familiar with the constitu- 
tion and organization of a great many unions. 1 know that Mr. 
O'Connell is the president of the International Association of Machinists. 
So far as what may be called the political machine in that order is 
concerned,* I make no question that he represents it; but I do not 
think, and I think experience will demonstrate it, that he really rep- 
resents the true sentiments of the American members of his union 
when they know just what this bill is. 

I am not prepared to say that if the proposition was to make an 
eight-hour aay, with a stipulation that for work over that time they 
should be allowed compensation at the rate of time and a half or 
double time, they would not be in favor of it. I think they would be, 
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because, as I said the other day, the American workman wants shorter 
hours, but he also wants the privilege of working overtime. 

Mr. O'Connell. You stated, in reading the document originally 

Sromulgated by the eight- hour league with reference to the eight-hour 
ay, etc., that it was socialistic. 
Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O'Connell. Will you please define, as briefly as you can, the 
word "socialism?" 

Mr. Davenport. I will. As I say, I went back to Bridgeport and 
put a copy of my remarks in the papers. On the 26th day of Feb- 
ruary I received the following through the mail: 

[Socialist party, local, Bridgeport, Conn. Jasper McLevy, secretary, 460 Center street. Meetings at 
176 Fairfield avenue, second and fourth Tuesdays of the month, at 8 p. m.] 

Bridgeport, Conn., February 26, 1904* 
Mr. Daniel Davenport, 

Executive Agent of the American Anti-Boycott Association. 

Sir: As executive agent of the American Anti-Boycott Association you recently 
appeared before the Congressional Committee on Labor at Washington, D. C, and 
spoke against a purposed eight-hour law on governmental work. 

What is claimed to be a stenographic report or your speech on that occasion 
appeared alike in all local newspapers. 

Vou are quoted as having denounced the proposed eight-hour law as "Socialistic 
legislation, the result of the influence of a movement that is not only national but 
international in its scope and character,' ' the principles of which you truly charac- 
terized as an "interference with the fundamental relations of employer and employed, 
master and servant, which relation you claim "is enduring and "permanent," and 
which you further claim "civilized society will never give up." You then appealed 
to the members of the Congressional Committee on Labor "to do everything in their 
power to check the growth of that movement, much less to turn the great engine 
of the United States Government into a means of still further advancing such a 
movement." 

The Socialist party, as you well said, is international. All over the world the 
working class are fast joining the ranks of this, the greatest economic and political 
movement the world ever saw, to establish the grandest ideal the world ever con- 
ceived of — that of capturing, through the peaceful but powerful ballot, "the great 
engines of government" not only of the United States, but of the world, and use 
their legislative, judicial, and executive powers not only as a means " to advance 
the socialist movement," but to actually establish its ideal. Not only "to interfere 
with the relation of master and servant," but to abolish that relation for all time. 
How? Why, by abolishing capitalism. The individual ownership and individual 
management, for profit, of socially used and socially necessary things. All of which 
gives rise to that relation, by putting the few owning individuals in the position of 
"masters," and the nonowning countless millions in the position of "servants" — 
poverty-stricken lackeys and slaves. 

The establishment of socialism means social ownership and democratic man- 
agement, for the benefit of all — all the industrys, institutions, and things that are 
collectively used and collectively necessary. This means that the capitalist — the 
master — must go, and the relation of master and slave go with him, for having no 
masters we shall have no slaves, but instead a race of free men and free women, 
each serving all, all serving each — not preaching the golden rule, but living it. 

Mr. Davenport, do you say "civilized society will never give up the relation of 
master and servant?" We tell you, and those you represent, and mark our words, 
the members of, and voters for, the Socialist" party of America number over a 
quarter of a million; their comrades the world over numbering over ten million, as 
well as the rest of the workers of the world, that are fast awakening; that besides 
doing the world's work, we are too "civilized" to much longer carry the monkey- 
dinner-giving parasitical capitalist financiers on our backs. Soon we shall vote them 
out of existence; throw them off our backs; " civilize" them; force them to do their 
share of the world's work or starve. 

Then we shall have but one class the world over — the working class — and that 
clnas shall not only feed, clothe, and house this world, but own it and enjoy it. 

I noticed that in your speech you refer to Socialist arguments as "sophistical." 
We will give you a good chance at proving that assertion. At its last regular meet- 
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ing, Monday, February 22, Local Bridgeport of the Socialist party of Connecticut, a 
part of the fe. P. of A., decided to challenge you to a public debate on Socialism, and 
I was chosen as its representative and your opponent in such debate. 

I therefore challenge you to appear with me on a public platform and debate the 
following proposition: Resolved, That Socialism is just, necessary, and desirable. 
I take the affirmative, or you may so word a similar proposition as to give yourself 
the affirmative. 

We offer to pay the rent for any large hall or play house in this city, you to 
select date. Should you accept this challenge you will be shown the utmost courtesy, 
and any fair condition will be cheerfully agreed to. A copy of this challence will be 
sent to the entire labor press of America, and will otherwise be given as much 
publicity as a prejudiced press in the hands of capitalists makes possible. 

Should you fail to debate with me, the working class of this country whose 
"friend" you profess to be (while fighting them) will be forced to believe that you 
can not substantiate your assertions when not before a Congressional Committee on 
Labor, that is against labor. 

Mr. Davenport, you spoke "representing the great and varied interests" of the 
capitalist class of this country. We speak representing interests greater and far 
more important, the interests of the only necessary part of the human race, the pro- 
ducers of all wealth, the working class. 

Will you answer a workingman's arguments for the freedom of his class? 

Awaiting an early reply, I am for local Bridgeport of the Socialist part, 170 Park 
street, city. 

Sol Fieldman. 

That man is one of the most remarkable men in this country. It is 
needless to say that upon its receipt I sat down and replied that at 
present I was busy in Washington resisting, as far as I could in my 
humble way, the launching ot this Government upon the socialistic 
sea, and that before thev cut the ropes that would let the old ship go 
down the tide of time, I was going to try to get the members of Con- 
gress in their committees not to decide upon this subject. 1 told him 
that as soon as I could I would accept nis challenge to discuss the 
question. I understand socialism to be outlined in that document. I 
understand that the fundamental principles of a large number of the 
labor organizations of this country are socialistic. 

I understand also that at the last federation convention, held at 
Boston, a proposition to go into politics was voted down, as Mr. Gompers 
stated the other day. But they did not undertake to condemn the 
principles of any organization composing that federation; and I say 
that anj T attempt on the part of the State to invade the individual rights 
of man, so long as they are not harmful, is socialistic in its tendency, 
according to my conception of the subject. I understand this bill is 
wholly and entirely socialistic; and that it is an attempt to use the 
Government for the purpose of carrying out ideas of the socialists. 
If you will look at either the seventh or tne seventeenth volume of the 
reports you will find a statement in regard to this eight-hour measure, 
made by Mr. O'Connell, where he is reported, by the secretary of his 
association, as advising all the members of his association that they 
must stop working overtime; that they must educate themselves up or 
down to the opinion that they must not work overtime, in order that 
the eight-hour day may be stablished. 

Of course, there is a great difference between the platform of a 

r>litical party and the individual belief of the members of that party, 
undertake to say that the individual labor-union men in this country 
are not socialists and do not believe in socialism; but I say that it is 
the purpose and intent of a great many of the leaders of those organ- 
izations to commit them to the socialistic movement for the purpose 
of propagating their doctrines. The labor organizations in tK 
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country are the propaganda, to a very large degree, of socialism. 
But I prefer not to take the time of busy men to talk about socialism. 

Mr. O'Connell. I am not a socialist. 

Mr. Davenport. We are sometimes that which we do not think 
we are. 

Mr. Vreeland. I do not think that you have exactly answered the 

Question of Mr. O'Connell. I understood him to ask you why the 
emand of any organization of men for a reduction in the hours of 
labor is socialistic. If I understood you correctly vour idea was that 
while such a demand would not be socialistic, yet the arbitrary enact- 
ment of a law would be. 

Mr. Davenport. Why, it is laid down in this programme that pov- 
erty is the great fact with which labor deals, and that cooperation in 
labor is the final result to be obtained. Everybody who knows any- 
thing about the literature and philosophy of these matters knows that 
the expression u cooperation in labor" means just what it is said to 
mean by the very able author of this book. 

Mr. Vreeland. Then you consider that if the reduction in the hours 
of labor is not brought about by operation of law it is not socialistic? 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly not. If you had the patience to listen I 
would like to go into a discussion of tfie subject as to what has raised 
the condition of the workingman. 1 would like to go into that subject 
in a broad way. You know that our friends say the labor unions have 
improved his condition in this, that, and the other, and that is their 
justification. My own individual view upon this subject is that instead 
of helping him they have hindered him. Take, for instance, this mat- 
ter of factory legislation. 

They tell you that back in the thirties there were little children 
driven into the pen in the factories. Anybody who has read on this 
subject knows that the introduction of the factory system, instead of 
increasing the unfortunate condition of the children, did just the 
reverse. Tfoese children, instead of living in what were called cottages, 
but were in reality huts, were brought together in the factory and 
immediately there was a concentration of public attention upon them. 
The attention of men like Dickens and Kingsley and others was at 
once directed toward them. And so the elevation of the workingman 
is not because of the labor organizations, but in spite of them. That, 
of course, is a pretty broad statement and may need some qualifica- 
tion. The labor unions no more improved the condition of the labor- 
ing man, speaking broadly, than they abolished slavery or reformed 
the conditions in the prisons and hospitals. They are all a part of a 
great upward movement, which is the result of the introduction of 
labor-saving machinery. 

In this last coal strike the incidental and consequential injuries 
resulting from it have been infinitely more than the little gain thev 
have made. I know I am talking upon a subject about which you will 
not agree with me. 

I sympathize with the effort of every man to improve his condition. 
As I have said before, everything 1 have in this world in the way of 

r)litical friendship and political standing is due to the workingman. 
believe I know how they feel about these things, and I tell you, my 
friends, it is not by means of legislation that you are going to improve 
their condition. It is in other ways. It is to take the individual boy, 
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and say, Make a man of yourself; cultivate the faculties God has 
given you; develop yourself and improve j T our opportunities. 

Mr. Furuseth. 1 ou are acquainted, to some extent, with the steel 
trust? 

Mr. Davenport. I never bought any stock in it, perhaps because I 
was not able. 

Mr. Furuseth. There are comparatively few steel factories outside 
of those belonging to the steel trust, are there not? 

Mr. Davenport. I should suppose that the great bulk of the steel 
industry is controlled by that organization known as the United States 
Steel Corporation. 

Mr. Furuseth. You believe that that corporation, or the individual 
units of it, should have the power to determine the nours of labor at 
all times? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Furuseth. Then will you explain to this committee what oppor- 
tunity the individual worker will have and where can he go to con- 
tinue as a steel worker if he is dissatisfied with the conditions as to 
hours and labor they prescribe? 

Mr. Davenport. It he works for them, he will have to conform to 
their wishes and desires. But let me say to you that the capitalist is 
infinitely more dependent upon the laboring man than the laboring 
man is upon the capitalist. 

Mr. Furuseth. But that does not answer my question. I ask you 
where is he to go? 

Mr. Davenport. If he will not work for them ? 

Mr. Furuseth. If he is not willing to work for them on their con- 
ditions, where can he go and continue as a steel worker? 

Mr. Davenport. I do not know. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you consider that the combination of a number 
of companies is socialistic? 

Mr. Davenport. I do not. 

Mr. Schulteis. Do you consider that trusts are socialistic in their 
tendencies? 

Mr. Davenport. I do not; and if it were important I could give 
my reasons. 

Mr. Vreeland. They are the direct opposite of socialistic; they are 
monopolistic. 

Mr. Davenport. It is very popular, and has been ever since I was 
a boy, to pitch into the capitalists. They used to call them the bond- 
holders, and then it was the banks. But let me say right here, gen- 
tlemen, that you know there is something moving in this country. 
Since 1 was a boy there never has been but two occasions when the 
American people went into politics. One was between 1861 and 1865 
when the American people were in politics. The other time was in 
1896. But let me tell you that the condition of affairs is becoming so 
intolerable in this country, and so greatly has the public been annoyed, 
and so greatly have the great army of workingmen outside of* the 
unions men annoyed, and so great has been the tyranny of these unions 
over their members, that you are upon the eve of a great politi<»l 
movement on the part of the American people, in which tnev will 
deal with this subject. If you will let this business alone, the Amer- 
ican people will take care of it. 
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Of course everyone who has p>assed beyond the rudiments of politi- 
cal economy knows that the capitalist is the friend of the working- 
man. Everybody knows that it is only by means of capital that labor 
can be made productive. Everybod}' knows that when the working- 
man puts by a hundred dollars, if .he puts it in his pocket he does not 
get any return from it. But if he puts it in bank somebody will 
borrow it, and it goes to work. Take John D. Rockefeller, for instance. 
By his thrift, his prudence, and his immense sagacity, he has suc- 
ceeded in piling up nis wealth. But in order to make anything out of 
it he has got to put it to work in this country, directly or indirectly. 
Wherever he invests his money to get any return from it he has got 
to put more men to work and he increases the field of labor. All of 
this is stuff that men talk, as I have talked it myself on the stump as 
a Democratic spokesman in campaigns, for temporary purposes. 

Mr. Connor. And because you were a Democrat? 

Mr. Davenport. No; only because I was imitating the Republicans. 
Our friend here is making the greatest mistake of his life if he 
thinks the American people do not see what has brought this country 
to its present position. This country has been led to greatness by 
the hand of individual freedom, and by the hand of industrial and 
political freedom. The American people are thoroughly saturated 
with that idea, and as soon as an organization can be perfected to bring 
their sentiment to bear, one fruitful source of trouble will pass away 
and there will be no more of this business. 

Mr. Furuseth. What about the freedom of that workman I spoke 
to you about? What becomes of his individual and personal freeaom, 
and where is he to go? 

Mr. Davenport. He can leave, if he will not work for them. He 
will have to go to some other place. 

Mr. Furuseth. But what becomes of his individual freedom? Has 
he got to go? 

Mr. Davenport. I think he has exactly the same right that I have. 
But here is the point; you strike down the individual freedom of the 
capitalist, and j'ou paralyze his enterprises. That is one of the great 
risks in this coming campaign. I speak now, of course, as a citizen. 
The sentiment has gone forth that the gentlemen in charge of the 
Government of the United States are making capital insecure. It is 
probabl} 7 a falsehood, but the rumor has pone forth. 

If the feeling goes forth that you are intending to strike down the 
individual right of the individual workman you will start a tempest in 
this coming campaign, the effect of which you can not measure. The 
individual workman in this country has greater opportunities now than 
he ever had, except in so far as men of their own class have banded 
together to confine him and rule him, and kill him if he asserts them. 

Mr. O'Connell. What becomes of the independent refiner under the 
policy for which you argue, practiced by Mr. Rockefeller? 

Mr. Schulteis. And of the independent coal-mine owner. 

Mr. Davenport. You are now opening up another very extensive 
field. Of course, the principle of competition is a vital principle to 
society. As long as a man has the opportunity to go into the fight 
and compete with his neighbor, the exercise of that power on his part 
is incidentally and indirectly for the benefit of the community. Because 
a man gets the start in this competitive fight and secures practically a 
monopoly of business is no reason why you should strike at the prin- 
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oiple of competition. I am not conversant with the conditions that 
pertain to the oil business. I am not conversant with that subject. 
It is too large for me. But let me say, gentlemen, that I have an idea 
that all of tnese things will work themselves out all right so long as 
we stick to the one fundamental principle of the right of the individual 
to run his own business according to the dictates of his own business 
judgment. 

Was there ever a greater justification for this accumulation of capital 
than was exhibited here when one of these gentlemen told you about 
men earning $20 or $30 a day in mechanical operations, by means of 
their knowledge and skill ? 

I shall probably explain this more fully upon the platform in Bridge- 
port, but it seems to me that the point that is made about the helpless- 
ness of the individual workinginan, in the face of these great combi- 
nations of capital, is entirely illusory. 

Mr. O'Conneix. He has the same chance that the independent 
refiner has. He disappears altogether. There are no independent 
refiners. 

Mr. Vreeland. Yes; there are a great many of them. 

Mr. O'Connell. They are subject entirely to the conditions laid 
down bv the Standard Oil Company. 

Mr. Hughes. I would like to have j*ou answer yes or no to one or 
two questions, in order that I may see if I have your position right in 
my mind. You say that you think it is socialistic for the Government 
to attempt to limit the hours of labor? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, in a matter of this kind. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 want to ask you if you think this fairly presents the 
opposite of the socialistic view: "It has been said that this is a bill to 
limit the opportunity of the workingman to gain a livelihood. This is 
not $o; it will have the opposite effect. So far as the Government of 
the United States as an employer is concerned, in the limitation of a 
day's work provided in this bill to eight hours, instead of putting any 
limitation upon the opportunity of the American freemen tQ earn a 
living it increases and enlarges the opportunity for the workingman to 
earn a living. * * * It applies now only to the labor of men's 
hands. It applies only to the work. It does not apply to material; 
it does not apply to transportation. It only applies to the actual labor, 
skilled or unskilled, employed on public works and in the execution of 
the contracts of the Government. And the Government of the United 
States ought, finally and in good faith, to Set this example of eight 
hours as constituting a day's work required of laboring men in the 
service of the United States. The tendency of the times the world 
over is for shorter hours for labor— shorter hours in the interest of 
health, shorter hours in the interest of humanity, shorter hours in the 
interest of the home and the family; and the United States can do no 
better service to labor and to its own citizens than to set the exam- 

Sle to States, corporations, and the individuals employing men by 
eclaring that so far as the Government is concerned eight hours shall 
constitute a day's work and be all that is required of its laboring force." 
Mr. Davenport. I do not agree with that. 

Mr. Hughes. Are you aware that about a million copies of this 
speech of Mr. McKinley were printed and scattered throughout the 
State of Ohio, and that Mr. McKinley was elected governor immedi- 
ately afterwards by a majority of over ±0,000? 
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Mr. Davenport. That was in the fall of 1890, was it not? Let me 
say that Mr. McKinley was defeated for Congress that fall. Of course 
that was on account of the McKinley bill. 

Mr. Vreeland. It was because Ohio was redistricted. 

Mr. Schulteis. He ran for governor after that and was elected by 
the largest majority ever received in that State. 

Mr. Davenport." The whole issue in that campaign was the silver 
question. 

Mr. Tracy. You say there was no eight-hour law previous to the 
act of 1892? 

Mr. Davenport. No compulsory eight-hour law. 

Mr. Tracy. Was not President Grant's proclamation in 1868 in the 
direction of putting into effective force the eight-hour law ? 

Mr. Davenport. The executive head of this Government made a 
proclamation that under the provisions of this law eight hours was to 
constitute a day's work, and that the men should be paid for a day's 
work. But that law did not undertake to prohibit a man from working 
more than eight hours, any more than the law in my State does. In 
my city to-day, if the letter carrier comes to my door, and is walking 
up my* stairs, and his limit for work expires, tie does not deliver my 
letters, but he goes back to the post-office, because if he works more 
than eight hours a day he has to oe paid for overtime. The postmas- 
ter in my town, in view of the difficulty pertaining to that matter, 
has provided that he shall come back to the office. 

What I condemn in the labor leaders of this country is that they do 
not try to discriminate between the class of legislation that was passed 
in 1892 and a bill containing such provisions as this one now under 
discussion, which makes it a penal offense for a contractor to employ 
a man more than eight hours a day, even if that man wants to work. 

Mr. Vreeland. 1 suppose you make a distinction between, the 
action of the Government with reference to its own work and the 
limitation which it seeks to impose upon certain individuals and firms? 

Mr. Davenport. Of course. There are some observations which 
distinguish this subject from the constitutional declarations of the 
Supreme Court in the Kansas case. It was stated here by Mr. Gilbert 
yesterday, as though it were a settled matter, that the Kansas case 
settled this question, although there were three dissenting judges in 
that case. But if you will take the trouble to examine, you will find 
that the Kansas law is very much broader than the provision that was 
involved in that decision. 

Mr. Hughes. You can not compare the Kansas law with this law. 

Mr. Schulteis. I want to ask Mr. Davenport one or two questions. 
Do you hold that it is incompetent for Congress to make a law which 
will conserve the general welfare, life, safety, and morals of the people! 
Is it not within the police power of a State or government to enact 
such legislation? 

Mr. Davenport. Of course. We all know that in the Utah case, so 
far as it relates to matters that in common experience were injurious 
to the health of the laboring men, it was held to be constitutional for 
a State to do that. We also know that in the Kansas case there was 
an entirely different principle involved, which related to the power of 
the Government to determine the conditions upon which work should 
be done. As Mr. Justice Harlan in that case, in rendering the opinion 
of the majority of the Supreme Court, says, when you come to that 
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great question, which is not involved here, as to the right of the State 
to enact a general eight-hour law, the subject is a very wide one, and 
one which it is not necessary to enter into. He went no further than 
to make certain suggestions" as to what had been said in favor of such 
a proposition. 

Mr. Schulteis. Why have you not brought a case before the 
Supreme Court of the tJnited States to have that question settled ? 
We have had men convicted right here in the District of Columbia, 
and fined $1,000, and no organization ever took the matter up to 
secure the decision of the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Davenport. I know that in the District of Columbia the 
Supreme Court has decided that it is a heinous crime against the indi- 
vidual and a crime against society to boycott a man, and that is what 
the American Federation of Labor is constantly doing. 

Mr. O'Connell, of course, is one of the executive officers of that 
body, and if he reads any other law than that which Mr. Gompers 
publishes in his magazine, I want to call his attention to a decision of 
the Supreme Court of the United States to the effect that boycotting 
in the District of Columbia is a heinous offense under the Constitution 
and laws of the United States. 

Mr. Caldwell. I now move that we take a recess until nextThurs- 
dav morning at 10.30 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Thereupon (at 1 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the committee 
adjourned until Thursday, March 10, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 
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Committee on Labor, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C, March 10 \ 1904 — 10.30 o'clock a. m. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. James P. Conner in 
the chair. 

STATEMENT OF MB. CHABLES If. CHADWICK. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Chadwick, will you please state your 
full name and whom you represent? 

Mr. Chadwick. My name is Charles N. Chadwick, and I appear as 
a citizen and taxpayer. 

The Acting Chairman. From what place do you come? 

Mr. Chadwick. I am from Brooklyn, N. Y., No. 692 Willoughby 
avenue. I am a manufacturer. 

The Acting Chairman. What line of goods do you manufacture? 

Mr.'CHADWiCK. I am a manufacturer of muslin underwear and chil- 
dren's waists. 

As I have stated, I prefer to appear here as a citizen and taxpayer 
rather than as a manufacturer. It seems to me that the enforcement 
of the eight-hour bill by statute is a serious mistake. The people of 
the country to-day are beginning to take into consideration the efforts 
making in restraint of the development of the industries of this coun- 
try along normal lines and in accordance with economic principles. 
Naturally, of course, those who are affected by any measure that is 
proposed which will in any manner affect a certain industry are the 
ones who will speak first. Then in due course of time the people at 
large begin to take up these questions and consider them. That was 
the course of procedure, during the silver campaign. If you will re- 
member, it was a campaign of education. At first there was very little 
knowledge with regard to the merits of either the single standard or 
the double standard. But after a j r ear or two of education the people 
began to see clearly, and to express themselves upon that subject. So 
it is in regard to this question of labor. 

We have to-day confronting us the problem of the closed shop, the 
limiting of the number of apprentices in anj r one trade and what 
seems to me to be a restriction of the right of private contract, the 
eight-hour bill, which is now before this committee for consideration, 
which as yet you have not fathered. In their attempt to better them- 
selves, it seems to me the labor organizations have departed a long 
way from fundamental principles. Organized originally as bodies for 
the amelioration of labor and for the improvement of conditions and 
doing, as they have done, a magnificent work, they have departed in 
a certain measure from what was originally contemplated. It is the 
tendency of every one who acquires power to desire to use that power. 

205 
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It seems to me that is the mistake that is being made to-day. The 
attempt is to better conditions along destructive lines rather than 
along constructive lines. When you attempt to clothe, in the terms 
of a law, individual rights and liberties, which inherently belong to 
the people, I do not think you are going to accomplish the greatest 
and best result in the quickest way. 

I am not a lawyer and therefore [ am not competent to talk upon 
this subject along constitutional lines, as to whether this bill, if enacted, 
would be in violation of the Constitution of the United States. That 
is a question for the Supreme Court of the United States to determine, 
and it has the final say. But it is, Mr. Chairman, a question for you 
to determine whether, in the enactment of the law, you are preparing 
a bill, fathering a bill, that is in accordance with the inherent princi- 
ples of the Anglo-Saxon race. Those principles are beginning to be 
well understood, right of life and liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 
They go back a great many thousand years. They have found expres- 
sion in the statutes of England and in Blackstone. Chief Justice Waite 
has said that the Constitution did not create civil rights; it assumes 
them. It seems to me that it is those civil rights which this bill is 
seeking to destroy. 

Mind you, Mr! Chairman, no right-thinking man objects to anyone 
oettering his condition by increasing his wealth, by shortening his 
hours of labor, or by any other method which is legitimate and right. 
There can be no objection to that. That is not the contention. The 
contention is that this principle is - sought to be enforced bj r a process 
of law. That is the mistake, as it seems to me. I feel, and I feel very 
strongly, that whatever can be done in the direction of the improve- 
ment of the people is right, and I may say that I do not think any one 
has the right to arrogate to himself the honorable word " laborer." 
The entire body of the American people — man, woman, and child alike, 
are laborers. Whether they work with the brain or with the hand is 
immaterial. This is a question that can not affect any section or part 
of the body politic. It can not be made by law to affect, and should not 
be made by law to affect, any particular section or part. It is a ques- 
tion which relates and has reference to the entire body politic, and it 
seems to me we ought to look at it from that point of view. Any legisla- 
tion which may be passed upon this subject, attempting to segregate 
and set apart a certain number of people — workingmen, mechanics, and 
the men who work with their hands as laborers and the cutting out of 
the rest of community, is a mistake. 

What I am trying to do now, in a very lame way, is to present to 
your minds, if 1 can, the thought that this measure does not relate to 
any particular body of people or to any particular industry, but relates 
to the people as a whole. It is because I think that, and because I 
believe it strongly, that I am appearing here as a citizen. I do not 
know, nor do I pretend to say, that the great body of the people of 
this country have taken this question up for consideration. They have 
not. It has not yet been brought home to them n But sooner or later 
this question, as every great question has been, will be brought home 
to the people of this country; and they will speak with no uncertain 
voice when they understand the bearings of it. In a general way, as 
I view the situation, the attitude of the country is, and will be, in regard 
to this proposition, entirely from that view. 

You have a measure here presented to you for consideration which 
attempts by legislative enactment to limit the number of hours of 
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labor in ai^ calendar day upon any work in which the Government 
itself is interested as an employer, either directly or indirectly, either 
through a contractor or a subcontractor. I apprehend that the word 
"subcontractor" may mean any number of subcontractors. 

Let us for a moment consider that measure. The bill which was 
presented to Congress in 1902 was modified and changed to meet the 
objections which developed after the people had begun to consider it 
and see what its practical effect would be. So that to-day, as 1 under- 
stand it, you have before you what is known as the Hitt bill. This 
bill, aside from the fact that it provides for a penalt} 7 , provides for the 
appointment of an inspector, and to this official of the Government is 
given despotic power. 

In all my reading of history I know of nothing which equals it in the 
range of power which it gives to an unknown and irresponsible indi- 
vidual — absolutely despotic power in the dictionary senseof that word. 
What is his power under this bill ? He has the right to enter a factory 
and say that in his opinion work has been done or is being done in that 
factory in excess of eight hours. It is not a number of minutes in 
excess* of eight hours, but it is in excess of eight hours. Under the 
provisions of the bill it is absolutely his prerogative, and not only his 
prerogative, but he must exercise his judgment and he must report to 
his official head the facts which in his judgment he has ascertained. I 
am not a law} r er, and therefore I can not say that is unconstitutional; 
but as a business man I think it is nonsense. 

Furthermore, he has the right to waive any conditions wnich. in 
his judgment, he thinks are proper. See what an opportunity there 
«j there for "graft " That wora has become well understood to-day. 
As a practical illustration, assume that I, a manufacturer, have a Gov- 
ernment contract and I have 150 or 200 employees in my factory. 
This inspector who has been appointed comes into my factory and 
for some reason or other he has a grudge against me. He says, "Mr, 
Chad wick, you are working overtime. I say, " No, sir; I am not." 
He says, "Yes; you are." Immediately, upon his own volition, he 
reports the situation, and I find when I come to ask for my compensa- 
tion for the work I have been doing that it is held up. Then you 
come to another principle. The burden of proof is on me. 

I am the guilty party and yet the burden of proof is on me. That 
transcends all the laws of this country by which no man is presumed 
to be guilty until he has been proven to be so by due process of law. 
Nevertheless, on the statement of this inspector, and because of his 
opinion, 1 am declared to have violated the law and it is upon me to 
assume the responsibility of proving that I have not. 

Suppose I have 1,000 emptoveea in my shop and there is a penalty 
of $5 a day on each, that would be $5,000 a day. This inspector says 
that this working overtime has been going on for a period of ten days. 
That would amount to $50,000. The entire amount of my contract is 
perhaps half of that. I have a small capital and I depend on the 
receipts which come in to me daily to purchase my supplies, pay my 
workmen, and do my work. The result is I am thrown into bank- 
ruptcy. Why? Because one man holds me up and says that in his 
opinion I have violated this law by working my men more than eight 
hours a day.' It transcends every right that belongs to every citizen 
of this country. 

The whole thing, it seems to me, is pernicious; it is absurd; it is 
wrong; it interferes with the right of private contracts. I know it 
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has been said, over and over again, that it does not, and that the Supreme 
Court of the United States neld in the Kansas case that it did not, 
because you need not take the contract unless you want to. Every 
business "man who has reached the age of you gentlemen here knows 
that, in his business career, his right of choice has been controlled by 
circumstances and environment. 

A junior partner in a concern, with $2,000 invested in the business, 
with a family on his hands and the responsibility which that carries, 
is told by the senior partners that, in the formation of a new partner- 
ship, his interest, instead of being 10 or 15 per cent will be 5 per cent, 
and he has the right to take that § per cent and stay in, or to go out. 
Do you mean to say that he is at liberty to contract or not as he pleases? 
He is held up in that case just as much as the man on the stagecoach 
is held lip when the robber with his revolver holds up the coach and 
says: " Hands up; I will help myself." Every gentleman here, Mr. 
Chairman, knows that the right to contract is conditioned upon cir- 
cumstances and upon environment. 

Now, a manufacturer has installed a plant and he is doing Govern- 
ment work. He has, perhaps, put in special machinery and that 
machinery can only do the kind of work he is doing for the Govern- 
ment. Along comes this eight-hour bill. Only a part of his work is 
Government work, and the rest is commercial work. He is confronted 
with this bill and he says: " What am I going to do ? Am I going 
to give up Government work entirely and take in only commercial 
work, and thereby throw out the people who have been trained in that 
special work and let them look to themselves as to what they shall do, 
or shall I take this Government work under these conditions ? " The 
Government says: "You have perfect freedom to take it or not, as 
you please/' And so you have from one point of view but not from 
another point of view. " We all know that to be the fact. 

It seems to me the bill is somewhat obscure. It refers to " the open 
market," and it says, as 1 understand it, that this bill does not affect 
materials which can be bought in the open market by the Government. 
What is this open market? Is it not all the things which the Govern- 
ment does not purchase by competition? That is the only definition 
I can put upon it. Then, what can they buy by competition? The 
things which are in the open market to-day the} r can buy to-morrow 
by competition. The question is, What is a closed market and what 
is an open market, in tnis particular? Take the matter of shipbuild- 
ing. I am not a shipbuilder, and I do not propose to discuss that 
question from the point of view of the shipbuilder. But I am told that 
in the construction of a ship there are assembled materials of perhaps 
four hundred different industries. When you begin to think of the 
ramifications of those industries, you find tnat the cotton cloth that is 
used reaches out into the cotton fields of the South. 

You find that there is woolen cloth used and that reaches back to 
the ranches and sheep farms of the West and to the New England 
farms. You find there is a certain amount of wood used which 
reaches into the forests. You find that iron is used and coal is used, 
which reaches into the mines; so that, in the final analysis of this 
subject, as your mind follows the ramifications, you find that they 
reach into every industry and they touch practically everybody in the 
United States. So that instead of this bill only covering certain 
industries in a limited way, as it apparently does upon its fac€, its 
ramifications extend into every branch of industry and enterprise. I 
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believe absolutely that, if the bill becomes a law, there is great danger 
lest a man may wake up some morning and find he has worked over 
eight hours and is subject to a fine for the violation of a statute of the 
United States. 

Gentlemen, as I judge from the report of the proceedings before 
you, you have been listening to the presentation of this question from 
a thousand and one points ot view. But I want to impress on you this 
point: That the people of the country are realizing what this means to 
them. They are becoming interested in it, and they want you to give 
this question very serious consideration before you assume the respon- 
sibility of fathering it. I remember during the silver campaign, when 
the question of 16 to 1, without reference to the cooperation of other 
nations, was incorporated into the political platform of the Knights of 
Labor alongside of the eight-hour bill and trie bill limiting the number 
of apprentices, Ingersoll said: " If you can create values by legislation, 
why pa} r taxes?" 1 say, " If you can create property by legislative 
act, why work at all?" And is not this an attempt to do that very 
thing? We all know that property is the result of labor. 

One of the best illustrations of tne creation of wealth was suggested 
to me by a pamphlet written bv David A. Wells years ago, known as 
"Robinson Crusoe Money." fie pictured a man on a desert island. 
The man finds himself in a position where he has neither food, cloth- 
ing, nor roof over his head. He goes to work and works as many 
hours as is necessary in order to secure the things which he needs. 
When he has obtained what he requires for his necessities he does not 
work so many hours, because the necessity is not upon him; and so, 
in the development of the human race, which is simply the aggrega- 
tion of individuals, as it goes on improving, when the men get a roof 
over their heads and clothes on their backs, and the food they require, 
and the surplus which comes to them, they, as a body, work fewer 
hours. 

That is the history of the economical development of this question. 
The hours of labor come down from fourteen hours to twelve hours 
and from twelve hours to ten hours, and now many of us work eight 
hours and some perhaps less. We are enabled to do that by reason of 
the fact that we have accumulated a surplus wealth from which we can 
draw and which gives us the hours of leisure we need. 

This brings up a point which 1 desire to make: I believe these things 
are good, and I do not want you to misunderstand my position. I say 
that if a man can work eight hours a day, he should work eight hours 
a day and no more. If he can work six hours a day, he should work 
six hours a day and no more. I do not believe that one man because 
he has not so many dollars as another man should work more hours 
because of that fact. But I say that when you have accomplished 
these results naturally and in the orderly way, you have put yourself 
in a position to enjoy the fruits of your labor; but you can never 
accomplish it by legislative enactment. You can not create wealth by 
legislative enactment. It is not fiat property; but it is real property 
and the result of real labor. When you have got it then you can 
enjoy it, and that is the only way and the orderly way. Therefore, 
as Isay, this question should be approached from the constructive 
point of view rather than from the destructive point of view. 

The whole trouble is that we are trying to regulate a situation in 
restraint of trade, by restrictive measures, by the closed shop, and by 
b h 14 
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providing only so many men to each shop, and by limiting the num- 
ber of apprentices. And right there, gentlemen, that is a very dan- 
gerous matter, for it is preventing a man from acquiring a knowledge 
of the arts and trades which is the basis and foundation of this Govern- 
ment. If I mistake not, according to the scheme in force now, the 
regulations in regard to apprentices provides for about one to fifteen. 
In some shops it may be one to four or five. It is a varying quantity. 
In about thirty vears from now there will not be a skilled mechanic in 
this country. * "that is a very serious thought and we want to take it 
home to ourselves, because the supply of mechanics is being cut off. 

Parallel with and alongside of this effort in restraint of the develop- 
ment of the industries of this country, and along the line of the 
enforcement of legislative enactment, comes this other effort which is 
making in this country in the development of trade — the self activity, 
which we find in the schools introduced in this country from Ger- 
man}' by Friedrich Froebel, who worked this plan out in Germany 
and introduced it here. We find this principle, the principle of self 
activity, for which the teachers are standing, to be a principle which 
creates in the child the power to do. When a child makes his first 
effort, and first puts two things together to make something out of 
them, he has created something, and he has taught himself that he has 
the power to go on and do more. 

Alongside of this effort in restraint of the development of industries 
in this country is coming this effort- making in tne schools; and as 
that idea prevails and grows throughout the various public and tech- 
nical schools and educational institutions of this country the body 
of the people are beginning to realize that it is a mere economic ques- 
tion, which could be reached from different points of view. It seems 
to me, Mr. Chairman, that if we could take iiold of this question and 
refrain from legislative enactment on this subject and should try to 
see what we could do along constructive lines in the development of 
the industries of the country it would be very much better and it 
would be more intelligent. I think that is the point of view that is 
beginning to prevail with the every -day man and woman who is not 
what you call technically a laborer or a manufacturer, but who consti- 
tutes, in large part, the body politic. They are beginning to take 
that view of this question and tnat is the common sense point of view. 

Whether these problems which have been written into the bill are 
constitutional or not, if it should become a law, is for the Supreme 
Court of the United States to determine; but we do not want to wait 
for the Supreme Court to determine it. It is a good deal better for 
you to take the matter up and square your actions with the history of 
the Anglo-Saxon race for the last one thousand years and determine 
that the best thing to do is to bury this measure, and bury it a thou- 
sand fathoms deep in the sea. 

Mr. Furuseth. You speak of the history of the Anglo-Saxon race 
in connection with individual liberty, I presume. 

Mr. Chadwick. That is what I refer to. 

Mr. Furuseth. I assume that is the position you take. 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. Is that correct? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. As a part of that individual liberty, do you believe 
that the employer of labor has the right to prescribe the conditions 
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under which his house is to be built? I mean, has he the right to make 
stipulations as to the kind of house he wants and as to whom shall 
build it? 

Mr. Chadwick. 1 will answer that in this way, which I think will be 
a direct answer: I believe that the employer has every right 

Mr. Furuseth. All right now 

Mr. Chadwick. I have not finished answering vour question. I also 
believe that the State has every right, and I believe in liberty under 
the law. I will illustrate my meaning by this: You draw a straight 
line from here to the chairman of this committee. You put a boy here 
at my end of the table and tell him that he has a perfect right to walk 
that line. You put another boy at the other end and tell him that he 
has a perfect right to walk that line, and when they come together 
there is a conflict, and immediately there is an adjustment. Intelli- 
gence enters into this matter. Police regulations, sanitary regulations, 
and a great many other things enter into it. While, inherently, I have 
the right to walk that line, yet, another person having the same right 
to walk that line, an adjustment must be brought about. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you not -understand this bill to be simply an 
instruction by the Government, as an employer of labor, to its officers? 

Mr. Chadwick. Do you refer to the inspectors? 

Mr. Furuseth. To all of them. 

Mr. Chadwick. What do } T ou mean by an instruction? 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you not understand this bill to be simply an 
instruction by the Government to its officers? 

Mr. Chadwick. Is it mandatory or advisory ? 

Mr. Furuseth. You do not answer mj' question. 

Mr. Chadwick. 1 am trying to get at what }-our question means. 

Mr. Furuseth. I am asking you whether you understand this bill 
to be anything but an instruction by the Government to its servants 
and employees? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes; and 1 understand the Government exercises a 
dual power. It exercises a power as the statute-making power, and 
also the right of an employer, the same as any other employer, to con- 
tract for work for itself. I also understand that if this bill becomes 
a law it is a mandatory measure, and that the employees of the Gov- 
ernment are compelled to act in accordance witn the bill. I think 
that is perfectly plain. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you think that the Government, as an employer, 
acts as a sovereign? 

Mr. Chadwick. The Government, when it exercises its statute- 
makingpower, acts for the people in its sovereign capacity. 

Mr. Furuseth. Is that the tenure of this bill? 

Mr. Chadwick. The bill is a mandatory measure if it becomes a law. 

Mr. Furuseth. Mandatory upon whom? 

Mr. Chadwick. Upon whoever comes in contact with it. 

Mr. Furuseth. Upon those who make a contract with the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Chadwick. And upon the officials of the Government who 
enforce the bill. 

Mr. Furuseth. You do not dispute that the Government has the 
riffht to give mandatory instructions to its employees, do you? 

Mr. Chadwick. A soldier of the Government, if he disobeys orders, 
is apt to run up against a bullet. 
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Mr. Furuseth. And a civil employee of the Government, if he dis- 
obeys, runs up against his discharge. 

Mr. Chadwick. Whatever punishment is properly meted out to 
him. 

Mr. Furuseth. You speak of a despotic power lodging in those 
men who are to be appointed by the Government. Are not those 
inspectors in a condition analogous to the foreman in your shop? 

Mr. Chadwick. No, sir. 

Mr. Furuseth. Why not? 

Mr. Chadwick. Because they come in and out at their own sweet 
will, and are not under my domination or control. 

Mr. Furuseth. But they come in under the Government domina- 
tion and control. 

Mr. Chadwick. They do not occupy the same position in mj^ f actory 
that the foreman does. It is a foreign element introduced into my 
factory. 

Mr. Furuseth. I did not ask you that. I asked you if he does not 
occupy a position, with reference to the Government, similar to the 
position occupied by your foreman with reference to you ? 

Mr. Chadwick. If you mean that the inspector is* an employee of 
the Government — yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. He is a foreman on behalf of the Government? 

Mr. Chadwick. He is not a foreman. He is an inspector. 

Mr. Furuseth. And as foreman his duty is to see that the work is 
properly performed ? 

Mr. Chadwick. The term used in the bill is "inspector." 

Mr. Furuseth. That is not what I referred to. 

Mr. Chadwick. That is in the bill, and we are talking about this bill. 

Mr. Furuseth. You complain that he must report these things. 

Mr. Chadwick. That is what the bill says, does it not? 

Mr. Furuseth. Must not your foreman report to j t ou? 

Mr. Chadwick. I do not know what you are driving at. 

Mr. Furuseth. I simply ask you the auestion whether your fore- 
man in your shop must not report to you I 

Mr. Chadwick. Certainly; but I did not see the point of that at all. 
It is too plain for argument. 

Mr. Furuseth. It says here that the inspector can waive certain 
stipulations. Do you ever have your foreman waive certain instruc- 
tions given by you? 

Mr. Chadwick. That depends on circumstances. If I give him that 
authority he has it. 

Mr. Furuseth. And so this foreman of the Government has got 
the same power that you give your foreman? 

Mr. Chadwick. Not at all, because I do not give it to him perma- 
nently and absolutely. In this case it is given to him permanently, 
absolutely, and without exception. 

Mr. Furuseth. It is not given permanently ? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes, it is; that is what the bill says. 

Mr. Furuseth. You do not presume that a civil servant of the Gov- 
ernment has a life tenure in his office? 

Mr. Chadwick. I presume nothing except what this bill says. I 
will read it to you if 3-011 would like me to do so. 

Mr. Furuseth. No; that is all right. 

Mr. Chadwick. You do not want to hear it read ? 
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Mr. Furuseth. I have read it so many times that it is not necessary. 

Mr. Chadwick. Then why do you wish to put a different interpre- 
tation upon it from what the language implies? It says "The proper 
officer on behalf of the United States may waive" — that gives him the 
power to waive. 

Mr. Hughes. That does not refer to the inspector? 

Mr. Chadwick. It refers to the officer, and the inspector reports to 
the officer. It does not even say that it is not the inspector; and there 
is another point in this bill where it is ambiguous. 

Mr. Hughes. There can be no question but that it does not mean 
the inspector. 

Mr. Chadwick. From your point of view it may not, but from my 
point of view it does, and therefore it is ambiguous. 

Mr. Furuseth. You say that, by the unjust exercise of that power, 
you, as a contractor, might be thrown into bankruptcy? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes; I said that. 

Mr. Furuseth. You mean by the unjust exercise of the power of 
the Government supervising inspector. Did it ever occur to you that 
the workmen are sometimes thrown into starvation by the unjust 
power which your foreman exercised? 

Mr. Chadwick. It is absolutely true, sir. But one wrong does not 
make another wrong right. 

Mr. Furuseth. iou say that in entering into a contract business 
men are controlled by circumstances i 

Mr. Chadwick. By the law of their own business and the environ- 
ment of their own business. 

Mr. Furuseth. By circumstances and environment ? 

Mr. Chadwick. xes; of their own business. 

Mr. Furuseth. Is not that true with reference to the workmen in 
your shop? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. He is controlled by circumstances and environ- 
ment ? 

Mr. Chadwick. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. If he is thrown out of your shop he can not go any 
other -place and work. 

Mr. Chadwick. He suffers. 

The Acting Chairman. We will have to conclude this interrogation, 
as there are other parties who wish to be heard. 

Mr. Furuseth. There is just one more question I would like to 
ask. 

The Acting Chairman. You can ask the question. 

Mr. Furuseth. You refer to the " people of the country." Whom 
do you mean by "the people?' 1 

5ir. Chadwick. By "the people of the country " 1 mean the body 
politic, the entire population of the country — men, women, and children. 

Mr. Furuseth. iou include the working people? 

Mr. Chadwick. Everybody; working people and everybody else. 
The working people are as much a part of the body politic as anyone, 
I am as mucn a workingman as any man in this place. 

Mr. Furuseth. What do you understand bj T "a workingman?" 

Mr. Chadwick. I understand by "a workingman "a man who works 
for his bread and butter, whether he works with his hands or his brain. 

Mr. Furuseth. At all times? 
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Mr. Chadwick. At all times. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con- 
sent of the committee that Mr. Sulzer maj r be heard now, as he has 
important business in the House and desires to get away. 

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM SULZER. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Sulzer, the committee will be glad to 
hear you. 

Mr. Sulzer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, from 
the time 1 came to Congress about ten years ago, and long before then, 
I have always been a sincere friend and active advocate of legislation 
that will write on our statute books eight hours as a legal day's work. 
I am now, always have been, and always will be, a friend of the 
toilers. I want to see the coming of the brighter day when every man 
looking for work will find it — and do an honest day's work for an 
honest day's pay. 

I do not come before the committee to-day to especially impress my 
views upon you, because I believe the members or the committee are 
in sympathy with an eight-hour law, and will report favorably a bill 
to title House at an early day. 

This eight-hour bill is not a new bill in Congress. It has been here 
in one form or another for years. 1 believe I was one of the first 
members of Congress, however, that ever introduced a genuine eight- 
hour bill, and from that day to this I have done all I could to engraft 
upon our law books a statute that will prevent the Government from 
working any man in its employ, or through a contractor, or a subcon- 
tractor, more than eight hours a day. 

On the first day of the present Congress, namely, November 9, 1903, 
I introduced an eight-hour bill, which is now before this committee. 
This eight-hour bill is the one, I think, which passed the House of 
Representatives in the last Congress. It is fashioned after the law of 
several States, and the courts have held it to be constitutional. In that 
respect it has good precedent. 

On the 18th day of November, 1903, Mr. Hitt introduced a bill along 
similar lines. I am not here to-day to criticise Mr. Hitt's bill.. I do 
not come to point out the good features of my bill, although I believe 
that my bill is the better one in every way, and that if it should become 
a law it would stand the test of the courts. This is important and 
should be considered. 

But I want to impress on the committee that I have no vanity in the 
matter. I want results. 1 want an eight-hour law. I care nothing 
about who gets the credit for introducing it. But I do want to say, 
in justice to myself, that 1 would like to have the committee take up 
both of these bills, consider them carefully, and report the better one, 
or a committee bill containing the best provisions of both. I want to 

f;et the bill passed. I want no glory in the matter. I am working 
or the interests of the toilers and the producers of the country. I 
believe an eight-hour law is for their benefit, and whatever is for their 
benefit will be for the advancement, the progress, and the prosperity 
of the Republic. 

The Chairman. There was an eigbt-hour bill passed as long ago as 
1868. 
Mr. Sulzer. That was entirely on different lines from this bill, and 
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it would have accomplished nothing if it became a law. But I care 
nothing about that. now. I am before this committee to-day urging 
it to report an eight-hour bill to the House before this session of 
Congress adjourns. If we do not get it through the House at this 
session of Congress, the chances are that if we pass it in the next 
session it will not pass the Senate ere we finally adjourn. Congress 
has played fast ana loose with this legislation for the last ten years; 
and if you intend to do anything, let it be done quickly. I plead for 
speedy action, and I hope there will be no more delay. 

Mr. Spalding. I have seen it suggested in print that this Hitt bill, 
which we are considering, was, in fact, a farce and a comedy, and if 
passed would be an imposition upon the laboring people of the country. 
What have you to say to that? 

Mr. Sulzer. Only this, that in my judgment the Hitt bill is not as 
good an eight-hour bill as mine. 1 base that on personal investigation, 
on the opinion of leaders of organized labor, on decisions of the courts, 
and on the judgment of several lawyers who have compared and 
studied the two bills. With all due deference, I say briefly that my 
bill is a genuine eight-hour bill, and the courts have held identical 
laws constitutional. My bill will not be an experiment — it will not 
be taking a new road. 

Mr. Conner. It is reported that Mr. Gompers looks upon the Hitt 
bill as very unsatisfactory and that he thinks its passage would be of 
but very little benefit to organized labor. Do you know anything 
about what his views are on that subject? 

Mr. Sulzer. No; I have not talked with Mr. Gompers about the 
matter, but a representative of the American Federation of Labor is 
present, and he will testify before this committee that the workers of 
the land prefer my bill. As I said, I have no vanity in the matter. 
I would like to see this committee, consisting of able and capable 
members of the House, who have given this subject much thought, 
report a committee bill that will be as perfect as possible. 1 would 
like to have you report a bill that will contain the eight- hour provisions 
in mj ? bill, which have been held to be constitutional by the different 
courts. You can not make a mistake if you do that. If we report and 
pass Mr. Hitt's bill just as it is we may make a mistake. I want to 
do the very best thing possible for organized labor in this matter. 
Any bill for eight hours' work a day organized labor wants 1 shall 
vote for. 

Now, gentlemen, I listened with some astonishment to the remarks 
of the gentleman who preceded me, especially when he referred to 
the irreparable catastrophe that would happen if an eight-hour bill 
should become a law. I think the gentleman's fears are unfounded. 
I think he fails to comprehend the scope and purpose of this legisla- 
tion. If this bill becomes a law no man, no industry, will be injured. 
The history of the past proves it. Not so long ago men worked six- 
teen hours a day. When it was attempted to reduce the hours of labor 
from sixteen to fourteen hours a cry went up from those who bought 
labor that if it were successful, that if the reduction were made, it 
would destroy business. The reduction was made, and business went 
on the same as before, the only difference being that it was better 
for the toilers and there was a greater degree of prosperity. Then an 
effort was made to reduce the hours of laoor from fourteen to twelve, 
and again the same old arguments were used, that it would ruin the 
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industries of the land. But the hours were reduced to twelve, and the 
industries flourished as never before, and the men — the workmen — 
were better off and happier. 

Then came the tight to reduce the hours constituting a le^al day's 
work from twelve to ten — and it was the old cry over again. 'The 
employers of labor said it would injure their business — the struggle 
went on between right and wrong — between greed and justice — 
between capital and labor— and right won, labor triumphed, and ten 
hours became a legal day's work. It has taken years and years of 
patient struggle for labor to lighten its weary burden, but time which 
evens all things, and the logic of events, proved the fallacy of all the 
specious arguments which have been made against a reduction of the 
hours making a legal workday. The arguments the gentleman has 
just made, and others have made before this committee against this 
eight-hour bill, are not new. They have been made before, and they 
are as old and as hoary as they are false and presumptious. They 
deceive nobody but themselves. 

If the gentleman is as familiar with history as he pretends to be, he 
knows, it he knows anj'thing, how this battle has been fought out 
inch by inch until finally the plain people— the producers, those who 
toil, those who create every dollar of real wealth — have succeeded in 
having the hours of labor reduced from sixteen to fourteen, and from 
fourteen to twelve, and from twelve to ten, and from ten, in some 
States, to eight hours a day. We want an eight-hotfr workday in the 
United States on Government work because all that this Government 
is o-day, all that it stands for, because all its glorious past, its pros- 
perous present, and all its hopeful future stands, and stands alone, as 
a monument to its patriotic toilers, to its unwearied workers, to its 
untiring producers — a monument wrought by those who earn their 
bread in the sweat of their brow. I am their friend; I will always be 
their friend. We owe to labor all that we are to-day, and to labor 
we will owe all that we hope to be. A legislator that strikes a blow 
at honest labor strikes a blow at the cornerstone of our civilization. 

Mr. Chadwick. Do you thjnk that a man gains more power by 
having the hours of labor changed for him by legislative enactment, 
by having things provided for him, than he cloes by providing them 
for himself? 

Mr. Sulzer. That is something of an academic question, but I will 
answer it. There would be no necessity for the enactment of a law 
like this if it were not for the greed of sordid and selfish employers. 
If all men were just and honest we could dispense with many laws. 

Mr. Chadwick. And who makes the market condition? Does not 
the woman, the wife of the so-called laborer, who goes into the retail 
store and demands a handkerchief or garment at a low price create 
the price at which it is made, and is not she the one who grinds down 
and oppresses? I think you are getting into deep water there. 

Mr. Sulzer. Oh, no. But you fail entirely to understand this bill 
or comprehend its scope and purpose. I suggest your question is irrel 
evant to its true intent, and I have not time to go into an academic 
discussion of the theory of supply and demand regulating price. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, that 
every writer on social and political economy, every thinker who has 
studied labor conditions, and every statesman who has in vestigated the 
conflict between employer and employee, between labor and capital, 
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from Moses to Adam Smith and then down to the present time, has 
been an advocate in favor of reducing the legal hours of labor consti- 
tuting a day's work. The history of the world shows that every reduc- 
tion of the hours of labor has made for progress, for advancement and 
for prosperity. Moses, the great lawgiver, said eight hours for work, 
eight hours for refreshment and recreation, and eight hours for rest. 
In my judgment, no man in this country should be compelled to work 
more tnan eight hours a day. That is long enough. We want more 
work and fewer idle men in the United States. 

It has been said before this committee that if an eight-hour bill 
should become law there are employers of labor who will be injured 
because they have contracts with the Government. In answer to that 
I want to say briefly I do not believe they will be injured. There 
should be a provision in every contract made by the Government that, 
except in cases of extraordinary emergency, such as a state of war, no 
man w T orking for the Government in any capacity should work more 
than eight hours a day. 

I am a friend of the wage-earner. I w r ant to see, and I hope the 
day is not far distant when we all shall see, an eight-hour law all over 
the land and rigidly enforced in every State, every city, every town, 
and every village in the country. I believe it will be beneficial to the 
laborer, advantageous to the community in which he lives, and for the 
best interest of the Government. 

Too long hours make the wage-earner a poor workman. Shorter 
hours, in my opinion, will produce better results. I am and always 
have been an advocate of shorter hours for a legal working day. The 
history of the past teaches us that every reduction in the hours con- 
stituting a day's work has resulted beneficially. These reductions in 
the hours of labor have decreased intemperance, increased knowledge, 
made better homes, happier and better clothed wives and children, 
brighter and more prosperous firesides, and in every way benefited the 
social relations, promoted happiness and contentment, and improved 
the moral, economical, and financial condition of the producing masses 
of our land. 

Mr. Spalding. Do I understand that you favor or do not favor a 
favorable report upon and the passage of this bill we are considering? 

Mr. Sulzer. 1 nope you will report a good eight-hour bill, but 
rather than have you do nothing, report the Hitt bill, and when we 
get it into the House we will try to make it an eight-hour bill that 
will meet the expectations of the toilers and avoid the constitutional 
objections of its enemies. 

Mr. Goebel. Your suggestion would be that w r e take the two bills 
together and from them prepare a bill i 

Mr. Sulzer. Yes. This committee has done that before, and I 
think it can be done again with good results. I hope the committee 
will report the very best bill that it can devise and construct to 
accomplish the purpose desired. 

Mr. Caldwell. Have you talked with the president of the American 
Federation of Labor with regard to the merits of the bill introduced 
by you, and the one introduced by Mr. Hitt? 

Mr. Sulzer. I have not. The representatives of labor here say 
they prefer the bill I introduced. The} T should know. 

I* have here, gentlemen, a letter from a large manufacturing concern 
in Chicago, the Irvine A. Rice Compan\\ It is similar to letters 1 am 
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;etting from different parts of the country in favor of this legislation. 
L'his letter reads as follows: 

[Ervin A. Rice Co., "True Blue" New England Mince Meat] 

1707-9 South Clark Street, Chicago, 

January 6, 1904. 
Dear Sir: Inclosed herein we hand you circular letter received bv us from the Illi- 
nois Manufacturers' Association, of which we are not a member. \Ve submit same 
to you in order that you may know what influences are arrayed against your eight- 
hour bill, House bill* No. 33.* 

We also inclose herein carbon copy of letter we have just addressed to Hon. B. F. 
Caldwell, which explains itself. 

Yours, truly, Ervin A. Rice Co., 

Ervin A. Rice, President. 
Hon. William Sulzer, M. C, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

The letter to Brother Caldwell is as follows: 

January 6, 1903. 

Dear Sir: We understand that you are a member of the House Committee on 
Labor and will have under consideration House bill No. 33, providing for a uniform 
eight-hour day, etc. 

As manufacturers and employers of labor, we wish to assure you that this bill has 
our hearty approval for many reasons, and we sincerely trust" that your influence 
will be used to pass the bill in committee. 

We believe the existing differences between employers and employees will be beet 
overcome and harmony prevail to the interest of all concerned if manufacturers will 
approve and concede such measures as this. It will put all manufacturers who do 
business with the Government upon the same basis, which is just and equitable, 
whereas at present some are compelled to adhere to the eight-hour system by reason 
of labor unions, while others, not being unionized, are enabled to work their men 
longer hours, thus giving them an advantage in connection with the matter of Gov- 
ernment business. 

We might adduce other reasons, but I believe this unnecessary. The tendency is 
inevitably in the direction of an universal eight-hour day, and we believe all 
employers will conserve there ultimate best interests by recognizing this tendency 
and adjusting themselves to it as early as practicable. 
Sincerely yours, 

Ervin A. Rice Co. 

Hon. B. F. Caldwell, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

That letter was written in response to the following notice or letter 
sent out wholesale and broadcast all over the country by the Illinois 
Manufacturers' Association. 1 will read it: 

Illinois Manufacturers' Association, 

Suite 528 Marquette Building, 

Chicago, January 4, 1904. 

DANGER OF EIGHT-HOUR LAW BEING FORCED THROUGH CONGRESS. 

To Manufacturers: 

An attempt is being made by the labor organizations to force the eight-hour day 
on manufacturers by a united effort to secure the passage of a measure known as 
House bill No. 33, introduced in the House of Representatives of the United States* 
November 9 by Mr. William Sulzer, of New York. The bill is now pending before 
the Committee on Labor. It provides that the time of service of all laborers, work- 
men, and mechanics employed upon any works of or any work done for the United 
States or any Territory or the District of Columbia, whether by contract or other- 
wise, shall be restricted to eight hours a day. 

It also provides that it shall be unlawful for any firm or person acting on behalf 
of the Government, or contractor or subcontractor of any public works or any work 
done for the United States, or any person whose duty it snail be to employ or con- 
tract and control the services of laborers, workmen, or mechanics, to require or 
permit them to work more than eight hours a day, except in cases of emergency. 
Fine and imprisonment are imposed for violationsof the proposed law. The effect 
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of the passage of this act would be to compel manufacturers to go on the eight-hour 
basis or bar them from furnishing the Government any of their products other than 
ordinary supplies, besides tending to enforce the adoption of the eight-hour day by 
all employers. 

Hon. B". F. Caldwell, of the Springfield district, is a member of the House Com- 
mittee on Labor. You are respectfully requested to write Mr. Caldwell, care House 
of Representative, Washington, at once, and explain to him the injustice of the pro- 
posed measure to the manufacturers of this country, and urge that he use his 
influence to defeat the bill in committee. 

By order of the board of directors: 

John M. Glenn, Secretary. 

Here is another letter from a large concern in Chicago, William 
Wallace & Sons, which reads as follows: 

[William Wallace & Sons, dealers in hardware and machinists' supplies; sheet metal work a specialty, 

88 Wells street.] 

Chicago, January 6, 1904. 
Dear Sir: Inclosed please find copy of letter which we mailed to Hon. B. E. 
Caldwell, of House Committee on Labor. We might add that we believe that an 
eight-hour day by law would put all manufacturers on an equal footing. 
Trusting that you may be able to have the bill passed, we are, 
Yours, truly, 

William Wallace & Sons, 
•Robert Y. Wallace. 
Hon. William Svlzer of New York, 

Washington, D. C. 

A letter from this firm to Mr. Caldwell is as follows: 

Chicago, January 6, 1904. 
Dear Sir: We have been asked by the Illinois Manufacturer8 , Association to write 
to you and explain the injustice of a measure known as House bill No. 33, providing 
for an eight-hour day. We beg to state we Bee no injustice in such a bill. With the 
improved machinery of to-day the supply exceeds the demand; if men were work- 
ing six hours instead of eight the demand for goods would be far greater. A law or 
bill placing a restriction on the employment of girls and women, who work not 
because of necessity, but merely to earn pin monev, thereby cutting down men's 
wages, preventing marriages, and filling our cities with prostitutes, would be far more 
appropriate. If men of the caliber that may be found in the Illinois Manufacturers* 
Association would work more in this line they would do more good than trying 
to work men, women, and children to death. 

Very respectfully, Wm. W t allace & Sons. 

Robert Y. Wallace. 
Hon. B. F. Caldwell, 

Washington, D. C. 

I will not take up the time of the committee with reading more of 
these letters. They are all about alike — all in favor of this eight-hour 
bill— and all from leading manufacturers and employers of labor. So 
it is apparent that many employers of labor favor an eight-hour law. 

And now, gentlemen, just a few words in conclusion. As a mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives let me say emphaticallj* that I 
am heartily in favor of any legislation that will make eight hours a 
legal day's work in the United States; and I trust and sincerely hope 
that this committee will, as speedily as possible, report such a bill to 
the House, so that it can pass the House of Representatives before 
this session adjourns, and then it can be taken up in the Senate early 
in the next session. The next session will be the short one. 

If we do not pass an eight-hour bill through the House very soon 
it will be too late to do anything with it in the Senate, because no 
doubt the Senate committee will give hearings on the bill and thus 
delay the matter. The time has come to enact this law. The toilers 
demand it — the demand is just; and the honest, fair employers of the 
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country, who understand labor conditions, are in favor of it. I know 
many men who do contract work for the Government, and they have 
told me that legislation of this kind, in their opinion, would be just 
and fair and would not do any harm or any injury to any legitimate 
industry. 

Every effort for a shorter number of hours to constitute a legal 
day's work has met with the same opposition that this bill is meeting 
with. The working people have fougnt on and on patiently and they 
have won. 

They have reduced the hours of labor from sixteen to fourteen, 
from fourteen to twelve, from twelve to ten, and when they are 
reduced from ten to eight the world will go on just the same, business 
will continue and thrive, and the same amount of work, if not more, 
will be done. The only difference will be that those who do the work 
will be better off and a little happier. Their homes will be more 
cheerful. Their children will be better clothed, and the men will have 
more time for study, for improvement and progress and advancement, 
find they will be better citizens. I say tnat any law that will lift 
struggling humanity to a higher plane and push' it forward in the 

frrand march of civilization is a step in the right direction, is a good 
aw, and must make for the uplifting of the race — for progress, for 
advancement, and for the prosperity of all the people. 

Mr. Chadwick. Your remarks in reference to an eight-hour day, 
and as to whether a man shall work eight hours or any .other particu- 
lar number of hours are not questioned, if it is obtained in the right 
way. But I understand the point here is that it shall be secured by 
legislative enactment. Is that the point? 

Mr. Sulzer. Yes; that is the point. We favor the law. We want 
to bring about a more general equalization of conditions — a fairer dis- 
tribution of the fruits of toil. This law will help to do it. 

Mr. Chadwick. It is contended that this legislative enactment will 
interfere with the right of private contract. On the one hand you 
have an advantage which is to be desired, and on the other hand the 
exercise of a right which we already have. Which, in your judgment, 
is the more important to be maintained, the right of private contract, 
or the attainment of more hours for recreation secured through legis- 
lative enactment? 

Mr. Sulzer. This is a governmental matter. I do not concede, 
strictly speaking, that this law will invade the right of private con- 
tract. Tnis legislation is along entirely different lines. It does not 
affect the States. It relates only to Government work. If you will 
read the bill and the decisions of the courts you will find tnat your 
question is based on an erroneous assumption. 

Mr. Chadwick. But legislation can be attempted which will have 
to be passed upon by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Sulzer. I want to pass so good an eight-hour bill that it will 
stand the constitutional test when it comes to the Supreme Court of 
United States for adjudication. 

Mr. Chadwick. And, for the sake of securing eight hours by legis- 
lative enactment, you would be willing to run the chance of jeopard- 
izing the right of private contract? 

Mr. Sulzer. I have already discussed that. I want every emploj'er 
of labor holding a contract with the Government to say to his men: 
"I want you to work only eight hours a day.' 1 And if he does not 
say it, I want the laborer to say to his employer: th l will work only 
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eight hours a day," and the law to give him safety from discharge 
and confirm his assertion and his manhood. 

Mr. Chadwick. Bat you would sacrifice this great right of private 
contract for this supposed gain. 

Mr. Sulzer. I am a lawyer 

Mr. Chadwick. I am not. 

Mr. Sulzer. That is apparent —and, speaking as a lawyer, I have no 
hesitancy in saying that this legislation will not interfere with the 
right of private contract any more than the law reducing the hours of 
labor from twelve to ten hours a day. 

Mr. Chadwick. I understand that; but is it not true that in making' 
a will with regard to property you can only control it during two 
lives? 

Mr. Sulzer. That depends upon the law. 

Mr. Chadwick. It is fundamental law, is it not? 

Mr. Sulzer. It is the law of the State of New York. 

Mr. Chadwick. Is not this an attempt to control labor beyond the 
length of two lives, through, the contractor and subcontractor and 
several subcontractors? In other words, is it not impertinent on the 
part of the Government to attempt to enter into this matter in the 
way of interfering with the freedom of private contract? 

Mr. Sulzer. Not at all. I think the Government has the right to 
supervise its work and to place around that work such restrictions as 
it desires. 1 believe the Government has a legal right to say that the 
men in its employ shall not work more than eight hours a day. If 
the Government can say that men in its employ shall not work more 
than eight hours a day, it can say the same thing to the contractor 
with the Government and make that contractor responsible for the 
subcontractor. It is quite unnecessary, however, for us to get involved 
in a philosophical discussion of this matter. I am satisfied that your 
fears are unfounded, and when we get an eight-hour law on the statute 
books and the workingmen are working eight hours a day I believe 
you will make just as much money as you do now in your business. 

Mr. Chadwick. It is not the money we are after, but it is the right 
which we have fought a thousand years to obtain. I do not care for 
the money. 

Mr. Sulzer. Indeed! Then give a little more of it to your laborers. 

Mr. Fletcher. I would like to ask Mr. Sulzer one question. He 
says that when this bill becomes a law the work will go on and we will 
have the same production we have now. Do you mean to sa3 r that the 
individual w T orkman will produce the same amount of work in eight 
hours as he now does in nine? 

Mr. Sulzer. Yes, and with improved machinery, more. 

Mr. Fletcher. But leaving the improved machinery out of the 
question. 

Mr. Sulzer. I say to you, candidly, that in my opinion the workmen 
in eight hours can do just as much as they do now in ten. 

Mr. Fletcher. They can; but will they? 

Mr. Sulzer. You admit they can. I say they will. 

Mr. Fletcher. Experience has proven that they do not. 

Mr. Sulzer. And economical statistics contradict you. I will say 
that an investigation of this matter was made several years ago in 
England, after the hours of labor were reduced from fourteen to 
twelve, and that investigation demonstrated that just as much work 
was done in the factories in twelve hours as had been done prior to 
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that time in fourteen hours. It is the old story — all work and no play 
makes Jack a dull boy. 

Mr. Chadwick. Do you realize that if this bill passes it will prevent 
overtime work on the part of the laborer whether he wants to work 
overtime or not? 

Mr. Sulzer. Yes; except in case of emergency, such as war, or 
something of that kind. 

Mr. Chadwick. So that the laboring man who wants to work over- 
time is prevented from doing so by this bill? 

Mr. Sulzer. If the laboring man wants to work overtime he can 
work at something else; it will benefit him more and not interfere 
with the legal rights of his fellow- workmen. But you assume too 
much. 

STATEMENT OF MR. W. A. FLETCHER, OF NEW YORK. 

Mr. Fletcher. Mr. Chairman, I come here as the representative 
of the New York Metal Trades' Association, as well as the representa- 
tive of the W. A. Fletcher Company. We are general manufacturers 
of vessels and of marine engines and boilers. I am not a lawyer, and 
therefore am not able to express an opinion upon the legal aspects of 
this bill. 

I come before you on behalf of those whom I represent, opposing 
the passage of this bill for various reasons that I believe to be good 
ones. One is that I look upon this bill as being in restraint of trade 
because it limits the amount of production and correspondingly 
increases the cost of that production. 

Mr. Hughes. Is Mr. Downey a member of your firm? 

Mr. Fletcher. He is a member of the same organization, I believe. 

For illustration, let us take a shop that is doing both commercial 
work and Government work. The passage of this law fixing eight 
hours for a day's work would produce complete demoralization of the 
shop. It would be completely demoralizing to have one part of your 
workmen work eight hours a day and the other part work nine or ten 
hours a day, as the case may be. The hours of work on commercial 
work are regulated at all times by the laws of business and the con- 
ditions of trade, and they can not be changed by legislation an}' more 
than you can change the laws of nature by legislation. They must be 
governed by the conditions which we, as employers of labor and as 
manufacturers, have confronting us. 

I also think it is wrong for the Government to prevent an emplover 
from obtaining all the profit that may be derived out of his ability, 
due to the money invested in his business and to the equipment of his 
plant, by limiting the amount of production which will come from that 
plant. 

I think it is wrong to limit a man in my emplov by fixing the num- 
ber of hours which he may labor in search of the necessities of life 
and to deprive him of the opportunity of working overtime, which 
we all know i» very much sougnt after by the men. 

I think there is a good deal that could be said on this question, but 
1 find it very difficult to collect mv thoughts while on my feet. 

Mr. Conner. Do I understand that you are a manufacturer yourself i 

Mr. Fletcher. I am in the business of manufacturing marine 
engines and boilers in the city of Hoboken, N. J. 

Sir. Conner. How many men do you employ? 
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Mr. Fletcher. The number varies from 200 to 500. We have 
been employers of labor for a great many years. I have been in busi- 
ness myself for thirty years. I have worked in the shop myself and 
I came into close personal contact with the men. I know most of them 
by name; I know what they can do and how far I can depend on them. 

There was a statement made here by Mr. Sulzer to tne effect that 
under an eight-hour law we would get the same production we are 
getting now. I could not understand clearly whether he meant that 
we would produce the same amount by having a greater number of 
men or whether he intended to say that the individual would produce 
the same amount of work. That is a mere statement of a theory by 
him. It may be a fact, but it is in opposition to the actual experience 
in our own plant. Some three years ago there was a demand made on 
us to shorten our hours of labor from ten to nine. We are not 
opposed to shortening the hours of labor. 

No employer is opposed to that, as a matter of fact, if it does not 
prevent his getting business unless he may have a large contract on hand, 
the price for which has been fixed upon longer hours of labor; and in that 
event he would want to get out of that contract before making a change. 
But competition exists. A man can build a house in New York, and 
he has got to build it in New York and with labor that is in New York. 
But if he wants to build a steamboat or a steamship he can build 
it anywhere, or he can build it at any place where there is water 
enough for it to sail on, and he can bring it around to the port of New 
York. That is the competition we have to meet. It is competi- 
tion with far-aw r ay places where the hours are longer and wages are 
cheaper. It may be that the workman is just as well off there, because 
it costs less to live. Those are the conditions that control that partic- 
ular place; but nevertheless the fact remains that we have to compete 
with it. 

The tendency of the remarks of the previous gentleman were to the 
effect that the interests of the employer and the employee were antago- 
nistic. As a matter of fact they are identical; and as a matter of fact 
they can not be separated. We are nothing more or less than com- 
mission merchants between the Government or the steamship owner 
who wants a vessel built and our workmen. We furnish the capital ; we 
furnish the plant; w r e furnish the brains; we make the designs, and 
we tell him what he shall turn out. We buy the material ana he does 
the work. His work passes through our hands and we make a per- 
centage on it. If we ao anything to drive work away we hurt our- 
selves and we hurt him. If he does anything to drive work away from 
us he injures us and at the same time he must hurt himself. 

Either he must help us to live so that we can do our work in the 
particular place where we are situated, and do it successfully in com- 
petition with our competitors, or he must follow the work to that 
distant point where hours are longer and wages are lower. There is 
no opposition on the part of the employer to giving his employees 
short nours. 1 do not like to w r ork nine hours a day myself, and I do 
not do it now, but it is not so very long since I did do it. In a busi- 
ness like ours, where there are a large number of men emplo} r ed, it is 
necessary for the employer to be there himself, and all the time that 
he takes away from his business is a loss. He must be there to stop 
the leaks. If you have four or five men, and they loaf an hour a day, 
it is five hours' loss. If you have five hundred men and they loaf an 



224 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

hour a day, it is live hundred hours' loss; and it counts up fast, where 
competition is as great as it is to-day. 

I can only speak of the trade about which 1 know, and that is the 
building of Vessels in this country. .That business is in a demoralized 
condition to-day and it cannot stand any more handicaps. The passage 
of a bill of this kind, which will put into our shop or the shops of any 
other manufacturer of vessels, so far as the Government is concerned, 
a mixed business that will call for one set of men to work one set of 
hours and another set of men to work another set of hours is demoral- 
izing. You cannot regulate that by regulations. There is a fact that 
speaks for itself, all the talk to the contrary notwithstanding. The 
workingman himself, if he told you the truth, would tell you that 
One shop alone, in a district, working on eight hours, is enough to 
demoralize labor in that district; and that has oeen proven in the port 
of Mew York by the work done in the navy-yard at Brooklyn. 

What would you do if you were a workman ? You would go to work, 
of course, at the navy-yard, if you could get wages that are as good or 
better. That is what makes it so difficult for those of us who have to 
work in competition with plants where cheaper rates prevail. It makes 
it difficult to obtain ^ood workmen, because they flock to that place 
where the work is easiest. We would have the Government as a com- 
petitor against us in the labor market. It may be right, just, and proper 
for the Lnited States Government to say that the men directly in the 
employ of the Government shall only work eight hours. But* gentle- 
men, it is wrong for the Government to say that the men in my shop 
shall only work eight hours, whether they are working on Government 
work or not. 

Suppose this bill becomes a law and the opportunity comes for us 
to bid on an engine for a Government outfit, for a ship. What num- 
ber of hours shall we bid on? Can we assume that the castings 
which we buy in a foundry at some distant point were made on a ten- 
hour day or a nine-hour day, whichever it may be? Will that be con- 
strued to be material that is manufactured for the Government and as 
coming under the provisions of the eight-hour law ? After these cast- 
ings are delivered in our shop, the inspector rules that we have to pay 
a penalty of five dollars a day for each man that has worked on them. 
Must we assume that the forgings made in Cleveland, which we buy, 
must be manufactured under an eight-hour day? Do you not see the 
maze this leads us into? On what basis shall Ve figure in estimating 
on Government work? 

Shall we figure on the extra price these other men will ask us for 
demoralizing their plant? It will lead us into a chaotic state. The 
question will be referred to Washington. We will come down here 
and spend six weeks or six months and will get very little satisfaction; 
and finally, after a long term of waiting, the question may be brought 
to the Supreme Court of the United States, and, in the meantime, 
gentlemen, the patient is dead. It is too late; you can not save him. 

It is wrong for this Government to do anything that will interfere 
with the business of this country. The legislators, however capable 
they may be, should leave the actual business conditions to the actual 
business man, and not try to interfere with them. 

I also very much object to the position taken in regard to the ques- 
tion as to who is the workingman. I am just as much a working- 
man as the man who works in my shop. When I go home I carry my 
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business with me; but he does not. 1 have not only to worry about 
my work, or about the production of this machinery, about the result 
that is going to be obtained in the speed of the vessel, and in regard 
to how we were coming out on the contract, whether at a loss or at a 

Frofit; but I have got to worry about how he is going to do his work, 
have got to worry about what will be the next demand he is going 
to make on me, with this contract on hand. I am just as hard a work- 
ingman as he is, and I object to any such discrimination. The man 
who toils with his hands is no more a laborer than the man who toils 
with his brain, and the man who comes here and tells you he is, tells 
you something that you know is false. He is entitled to no more con- 
sideration than I am. 

Does he do any more for the country? Has the advancement and 
growth of this great country been due to the labor organizations? 
So, sir; it has been due to the individual energy of the citizen. The 
fact is that the lowest man in this country may raise himself to the 
highest position, if he has the ability. The man who works in the 
shop in tne daytime and studies in the Cooper's Union, or other similar 
institutions at night, acquiring technical knowledge along with his prac- 
tical knowledge, is the man who rises in his position, and not the man 
who depends on his lodge. He is the man who accomplishes some- 
thing, and he is the man who has made this country. No interference 
on tne part of the Government in the trade of this country will make 
the country. It will drag it down. As Shakespeare says: 

For nought so vile that on the earth doth live 
But to the earth some special good doth give, 
Nor aught so good but strain' d from that fair use 
Revolts from true birth, stumbling on abuse: 
Virtue itself turns vice, being misapplied; 
And vice sometimes by action dignified. 

The gentlemen who are here representing the employees say that 
we are oppressors of the men. If we are as wicked as we are por- 
trayed, if we stand in our own light as these gentlemen say we do, 
then it is vice, but it is dignified; because if we (fid not stand between 
the employee and the work, the work would not be done. 

Reference has been made to England. The trade of England is slip- 
ping away from her, and it is drifting where? Gentlemen, keep your 
eyes on Germany. We have been exporting machinery to Germany 
and elsewhere and what have they been doing with it? They have 
been taking it apart and duplicating each particular piece, as China- 
men do, and they are doing it with cheaper labor. They will take our 
market from us if you handicap our manufacturers. Do not interfere 
with business. Let business alone. Legislate for the good of the 
people if you can, but otherwise let the natural conditions take care of 
themselves. You can not say when a man shall plant his corn, because 
he is controlled by a natural law. You can not say what shall be done 
by labor, because that is controlled by a business law. Do not inter- 
fere with it. Report this bill unfavorably. Leave the labor question 
to those who are best able to understand it. Allow something for 
honesty. Some employers, at least, are not the opponents of labor. 
We know them and they know us. We travel hand in hand. 

I am sorry I can not say what I would like to say in the way of 
argument in regard to this matter. I can only urge you, for the best 
interests of this country, to report this bill unfavorably. 
E h 15 
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Mr. Hughes. What percentage of Government work do you do in 
3 r our shop? 
Mr. Fletcher. Very little; almost none, I may say. 
Mr. Hughes. It has been stated here by one or two gentlemen that 

[>receded you that the men themselves were not in favor of this legis- 
ation. 

Mr. Fletcher. I do not know anything about that. 

Mr. Hughes. How do you think your men stand on that question? 

Mr. Fletcher. I do not know. I have never asked them. 

Mr. Hughes. You had a little labor trouble in your place some 
time ago ? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes; we had a strike lasting from June until 
November. 

Mr. Hughes. Did the eight-hour proposition enter into that strike if 

Mr. Fletcher. It was tne question of minimum wages. I think 
you were the counsel for the labor organization, if 1 remember cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. Caldwell. Let me ask you whether, if this bill provided for a 
universal eight-hour day instead of an eight-hour day applicable alone 
to Government work, you would feel any more favorable toward it? 

Mr. Fletcher. I want to speak of ttat, and I am glad you called 
my attention to it. If it is right to make an eight-hour day for the 
workingman, let us have it. But why limit it to Government work { 
Why not make it an absolute eight-hour day throughout the United 
States on all work? 

Mr. Hughes. You understand that we have not that power. 

Mr. Fletcher. I understand you have not, and I do not understand 
that you have the power to do what you are going to do here. I 
believe it is absolutely wrong. I do not believe it will affect me indi- 
vidually to the extent of one dollar, except as it may introduce 
demoralization into the trade. 

Mr. Hughes. You think this bill is bad because it will handicap us 
in our foreign markets? 

Mr. Fletcher. No; not particularly that. I do not say that. I 
am talking on the general proposition for an eight-hour law. Now 
let us assume that eight hours is th6 best thing" for the workingman. 
It is also the best thing for the employer, if business conditions 
warrant it. If you and I keep grocery stores opppsite each other, 
and you can buv your goods 10 per cent cheaper than I can, 1 can not 
live. The building of marine vessels is something which I know 
about; therefore I will talk about that. The man who can buy his 
labor cheapest, provided it is good labor, can produce work the 
cheapest, because 90 per cent of it is labor. 

Mr. Hughes. The only way this bill would affect you would be in 
the event that some manufacturer on the outside should apply himself 
to Government work alone and only ask his men to work eight hours, 
which would attract the labor to him and compel you to oner similar 
inducements to your men; and to that extent it would interfere with 
your ability to get labor. 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes; and furthermore, it would tend to demoralize 
the men themselves. You take a body of men and you will find they 
are just as sentimental as a 3 r oung girl. They are as easily affected by 
a straw as can be. It is the same with any body of men. One or two 
men can get up and carr}' a body of men with them. So it is with 
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these workmen. They will feel discontented. Suppose you worked 
in a shop and one of these other gentlemen worked in another shop; 
that he was a machinist and you were an equally good one; that he 
was working eight hours a day for $3 a day and you were working 
nine hours a day for $3 a day. You would naturally be discontented. 

Mr. Hughes. You think the general tendency of this legislation 
would be to cause laborers in general to insist upon shorter hours? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes; and I think there is another fault about this 
measure: There are quite a number of shipyards in this country now, 
and the amount of work that is in view is very limited. The main- 
tenance of those plants must very largely depend upon the work of 
this Government. If you are going to keep those plants in existence, 
gentlemen, you must give them work. It is a branch of industry that 
can not live with its equipment as it is to-day unless it has work. 
There is no work in siglit except that for the tJnited States Govern- 
ment. Mow, you bring that work into a shipyard and require that 
work to be done on an eight-hour day, and it will produce a certain 
amount of demoralization which will affect them in their commercial 
work. 

Mr. Hughes. But there is not much commercial work? 

Mr. Fletcher. There is always some. No man could live on his 
Government work alone. 

Mr. Hughes. I understood you to say there would be little or noth- 
ing except Government work? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes; only a little. Take the conditions as they are 
in Philadelphia. Suppose they are working eight hours on a battle 
ship, and a steamship of the Ward Line goes down there to have 
expensive repairs made. They work ten hours a day on commercial 
work. Then some of the workmen in the same shop, under the same 
employer, getting the same money, are working ten hours on a com- 
mercial job while the other men are working eight hours on a Govern- 
ment job. That does not make for harmony. It makes for discord; 
and when you have discord in an army and not discipline you have not 
a good fighting force. 

Mr. Caldwell. To go back again to the universal eight-hour day, 
if it can not be brought about legally by statutory enactment, would 
you favor its being brought about by agreement between the employer 
and the employed? 

Mr. Fletcher. Just as soon as business conditions warranted it, but 
not before; and if you require it before that time it must fail. If 
you and I have got to compete for business we must be put on equal 
terms. That goes without saving. It is the law of trade, and there 
is no exception in our particular line. 

Mr. Caldwell. I think it has been brought out by the hear ngs 
before this committee that it is the intention of the advocates of this 
measure to use this bill in the direction of a universal eight-hour day. 
I think that is conceded, and that is the reason I asked you this 
question. 

Mr. Fletcher. I suppose that is the intention. But, as I say, 90 

P>r cent of the work it affects will be work in connection with the 
nited States Army and the United States Navy. It will affect the 
building of vessels more than any other branch of business to which 
you can apply it. ~~ 

In one place the bill contains an exemption -*s a 



228 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

be bought in the open market. That is a further complication. If 
you are going to leave that to some inspector to decide it seems to me 
you are giving him unusual powers. Of course we can only argue 
this matter from the bill as it now stands. 

Mr. Hugiie8. 1 would like to ask you a question right at this point. 
You heard Mr. Sulzer read a letter from a prominent firm of manu- 
facturers. Do you think there is anything to prevent any of those 
manufacturers — I mean anything morally to prevent them — from 
saying that they are going to institute an eignt-hour day for the 
benefit of their example upon other manufacturers? 

Mr. Fletcher. No, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Then why would you not permit the United States 
Government, as an employer, to talie that attitude? 

Mr. Fletcher. I do not want to prevent it. But this bill says that 
you must not do anything else. I do not object to the men in the 
Government shops working eight hours a day. The United States 
Government, when it places a contract with me, is nothing more nor 
less than a customer of mine. They are not doing the work. They 
are simply paying me for it. 

1 do not know what more I can say about this matter. I can simply 
call your attention to these facts, and 1 want to say to you that I do so 
withT the best motives in the world. I have nothing to gain in this 
matter. We can not work against the workingman and he must not 
work against us. Our interests are identical and you can not separate 
them. 

It is all very well to come here and talk about the poor working- 
man. I know what the poor workingman is and I sympathize with 
him just as much as any man here. But it is not svmpathy he is look- 
ing for. He does not want charity; he wants work. 

Do not prevent him from getting it. Work is what makes him inde- 

?endent: and when you put any handicaps on business you stop work, 
ake our word for it, that we understand the business we are running. 
We have worked at it da\ r by day all our lives. We and the wotk- 
men are working for a common cause. I have been in business for 
thirty years, and my father was in it all his life, before me, and I have 
no more than just enough to get a decent living. We have not robbed 
anybody, and we do not propose to do so; but we want to do a legiti- 
mate business without interference. 

Why do you not say that the man who makes crackers for the Gov- 
ernment can only work eight hours a day ? Why should you discrim- 
inate against the shipbuilder? Make the man who makes crackers 
work only eight hours a day. He is just as much a workman as a 
man who makes a cvlinder or a boiler. 

If you will consider this law and will apply it you will find that it 
affects the vessel manufacturer more than anybody else. It does not 
affect the man who makes pilot biscuit for the Navy, because that is a 
thing that can be readily bought. If you are going to do this thing, 
be fair about it, and treat us all alike. 

Make every man who produces anything for the Government work 
only eight hours. Do not discriminate against my business, because 
it is not fair and it is not right. If you can do these things by legis- 
lation and bring the workman to eiffht hours a day, then let the coun- 
try get work in competition with the foreign nations if it can. But, 
gentlemen, keep your eyes on Germany. 
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Mr. Caldwell. May I ask what number of hours constitute a 
day's work in your plant? 

Mr. Fletcher. Nine hours a day in the shop and eight hours on 
repair work outside, and at the same pay that we formerly paid for ten 
hours. 

Mr. Caldwell. Would you object to the feature in a nine-hour bill 
which prevented overtime as much as you would to the feature in this 
bill which prevents overtime? 

Mr. Fletcher. I would object to any feature in any bill that pre- 
vents overtime. It is very well for the gentlemen who represent 
labor to come before you and tell you that overtime is wrong, because 
it allows one man to get too much work to do and it deprives some 
other man of his daily bread. We employ machinists, boiler makers, 
and coppersmiths. Slow, all machinists are not alike. They are not 
all equally skillful and they can not produce the same thing. That is 
true in every trade. 

We have to repair a ship. A steamship comes into our place and is 
wanting to get out. It is necessary to do a certain piece of work. It 
may be the cutting of a difficult thread, or the brazing of a copper 
pipe, or the manipulation of some particular part of the machinery, in 
which some one man in our plant is particularly skillful. We will 
suppose that it is a Government vessel. It is not in time of war. It 
is in time of peace; but they want the ship, and by letting this man 
work three or four hours overtime, which he wants to do, the job can 
be accomplished. We may not have another man in our employ we 
want to put on that work. 

Mr. Caldwell. What do you pay for overtime? 

Mr. Fletcher. I can put it best in this way: The man who works 
all day and night can make five and a third aays' wages. In other 
words, eight hours constitutes a day's work on repair work in the 
yards, between 7.30 and 4 o'clock, with a half hour for luncheon. 
^Jfter that time is overtime, and he goes on the basis of eight hours 
for a day's work — almost two hours and a half for one. A man gets 
a little bit more on a dry -dock or on a ship where it is greasy and dirty 
than he does when he works in the shop. 

Mr. Caldwell. You are opposed to an inelastic nine-hour day? 

Mr. Fletcher. I am opposed to any interference by the Govern- 
ment in the hours of labor in our plants, because 1 claim the Govern- 
ment is not in a position to know what is necessary in the business. 

It is all right for the Government to work eight hours in the navy- 
yards if they see fit. It is all right for them to work eight hours 
where they employ the labor directly; but they should not try to con- 
trol the labor in my shop. The Government comes to me as a cus- 
tomer, and I make my bid in competition with other people. If I am 
the lowest bidder, I get the job, and I am entitled to it. The Govern- 
ment does not show me any favor beyond what it shows to any other 
business corporation, and certainly it would be worng for any steam- 
ship company to tell me how many hours my men should work. 

Mr. Caldwell. Could you use an inelastic eight-hour dav and do 
Government work in your shop; and if not, what would be tfce objec- 
tion 'i 

Mr. Fletcher. It could be done. But suppose we have 500 men 
in the shop and 300 of them are working on Gk"* M " % -'*' v ^t work; t^~ 
it would be necessary to stop those 300 men a * the ( 
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hours. Those 300 men would walk right past all of these other men 
who were there working on a commercial ]ob. That produces dissat- 
isfaction among the men. After that interruption they will not work 
as well, any more than a class in school would do as well after an 
interruption. 

Furthermore, it increases the cost of our product on the other work 
we are doing, because during the last hour that these other 200 men 
are working all of the fixed cnarges of the shop must be borne by the 
commercial work. You understand that in a manufacturing plant 
there is a very large amount of fixed charges that can not be made in 
any way except by adding a percentage to all work. I refer to such 
charges as the wages of watchmen, the expense of repairs, coal, rent, 
and so forth. That is a percentage that nas to be added on to the 
gross amount of- work, because it does not produce anything. There 
is nobody who pavs you for it. 

Mr. Hearst. You say that you have no objection to eight hours for 
a day's work when business conditions justify it? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hearst. What kind of business conditions do you think justify 
eight hours for a day's work? 

Mr. Fletcher. When we are all on an equal basis, and when our 
competitors have reached a point in their labor conditions under 
which they are on an equality with us. 

Mr. Hearst. That is to say, when you make profits sufficient to 
give eight hours for a day's work and increase wages? 

Mr. Fletcher. It is not a question of profit. Our business is done 
in this way: We figure the cost to produce a piece of machinery. We 
get down what we call the absolute cost. We put down a percentage 
for contingencies. Things will happen. We may get a defective cast- 
ing or we may have trouble on a trial trip. A percentage is put on 
for that. Then a percentage is put on for profits. Now, if we could 
get the work, the shorter hours the men worked the more the work 
would cost and the more money we would make if we got the same 
percentage of profits. 

Mr. Hearst. If your profits increase very largely, there is no reason 
why, in justice, you should not share them to some extent with your 
employees? 

Mr. Fletcher. The condition of the workingman, as you have seen 
fit to put it, has been one of evolution, and it is evolution forward; but 
I deny that it can be made to go any faster than the laws of the business 
will permit. 

Mr. Hearst. I do not think that the disposition has been to shorten 
the hours and improve the condition of the workingman. I think that 
when profits are large the disposition has been toward overcapitalization; 
and wnen difficulty arises in paying dividends on that capitalization 
you reduce the wages. 

Mr. Fletcher. That may be true in many industries, but it is not 
true in mine. 

Mr. Hearst. Is not that the case in the shipbuilding trust? 

Mr. Fletcher. They have tried the scheme and failed. I am talk- 
ing about the legitimate business of shipbuilding. 

Mr. Hearst. Take the steel trust. It did not fail. 

Mr. Fletcher. The steel trust did not fail. I will tell you, how- 
ever, something that the steel trust did do. 
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Mr. Hearst. I will tell you something the steel trust did do. It 
reduced the wages of its employees. It was overcapitalized for a 
thousand million dollars and sold its stock to the people, and the 
common stock deteriorated from about $60 to $8 a share. 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes. 

Mr. Hearst. It might have used some of its profits in increasing 
the wages of its employees. 

Mr. Fletcher, it might have done so. 

Mr. Hearst. I can not see that the employers, when conditions 
exist which will enable them to raise the wages of the employees or 
shorten their hours, will do so unless there is some law to compel them 
to do so. 

Mr. Fletcher. Are you £oing to condemn all employers because 
the steel trust is over capitalized? 

Mr. Hearst. I am only referring to that as an example. There 
may be many other trusts in the same category. I believe there are 
some 3,000 of them. 

Mr. Fletcher. And some of them may be legitimate. I will tell 
you one thing the steel trust did, that I know of. We had three years of 
good, prosperous business times. Everything was booming. At one 
time it was almost impossible to get plates and ship anchors and beams, 
or anything of that kind — products which the United States Steel Com- 
pany manufactured. In the history of the past it has always happened 
that, in busv times, the American manufacturer marked prices up. 
Plates would, run up to 3 and 3£ cents a pound. But under the trust, 
so far as the purchase power of a dollar went, it was not curtailed to 
any extent, and prices remained about the same. They have changed 
but very little since. You can buy the best steel that is made in the 
world for putting into marine hulls for less than 2 cents a pound, cut 
to shapes and delivered at your shop. 

Mr. Hearst. The point I want to make is simply this: That when 
business conditions are most favorable and profits are greatest the 
employers do not necessarily share those profits with the employees. 
They very frequently and generally, I am afraid, overcapitalize, increase 
the capitalization, or in some other way monopolize all the advantages 
of the improved business conditions/ You say that when business 
justifies it vou are in favor of this eight-hour movement, but I am 
afraid that if it is left to that alone the eight-hour day is not likely to 
come. 

Mr. Fletcher. It will never be brought about in any other way. 
It may be tried, but it will not last. 

Now, I will tell you another thing. I can not answer for these truts, 
because I am not prepared to do it; but I can say that the particular 
business with which I am connected 

Mr. Hearst. Were you in the shipbuilding company? 

Mr. Fletcher. No, sir; I had nothing to do with it. I would not 
have bought a share of the stock at any price. I knew it was a failure 
from the start. You say that the employees do not participate in the 
improvement in trade. 

Mr. Hearst. I say thev do not necessarily participate. 

Mr. Fletcher. I think I can show you one particular instance in 
which they did. A little over three years ago our men struck for a 
nine-hour day. At that time we were not a member of the New York 
Metal Trades or of any other association of manufacturers of any 
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kind. They came to us and asked if we would give them a nine-hour 
day. We said, "'We can not give it to } T ou, and I will tell you whj r we 
can not give it to you. You know we are in competition with the 
shops on the Atlantic seaboard, where they work longer hours and pay 
less wages. They said, "Yes; we know that." We said, "They are 
not organized." They said, "Yes; but we are going to fix all that." 
W r e said, 4fc Why don't you fix it now? In the port of New York you 
have got 5,400 workmen in every branch of this trade, and in one 
shop in Philadelphia alone there are more men working than in the 
entire port of hew York." 

Then you have got Newport News and Sparrows Point and all of 
those various places. Why not go down there and organize them, and 
under those conditions you will not have to ask us to give vou the 
nine-hour day. Thev said: "No; you do it now and it will be all 
right." We said: " We can not do it. We have got to compete with 
these people, and we can not compete with them — and if we can not 
compete you must follow the work." They struck and went out. We 
fought tie matter for fifty days. W T e had a steamship there and she 
was delayed, under demurrage, and finally we gathered together the 
representatives from all the various organizations. Up to that time 
our shop was a nonunion shop. 

We gathered the representatives from each organization and we 
talked the matter over. W e made an agreement that if we would give 
them a nine-hour day, if by the following May they had not produced 
the same condition of affairs at competitive points on the Atlantic sea- 
board they would come back to the ten-hour day. Then prosperity 
came along. Conditions were changed, and we were busy. We needed 
the men, and the law of supply and demand made us ignore the agree- 
ment. We both forgot it, and we are now on the nine-hour basis. 
In that instance they did participate at least to the extent of 11 per 
cent in business prosperity. The thing that paralyzes the labor mar- 
ket is the lack of demand for labor. There is no man who emplovs 
machinists or boiler makers who will not pay them good wages if Le 
can get good men. It is the demand that makes the price, and you 
can not make anything else do it. 

Mr. Goebel. You say that the Government should not dictate to 
you the hours that your men should work? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes, sir; no more than any other customer should 
dictate to me. 

Mr. Goebel. Suppose another customer — not the Government — 
should say to you: ki Mr, Fletcher, I want you to bid on certain work, 
and I want you to stipulate in the contract I make with you that you 
will only employ men eight hours a day." Then it becomes a question 
with you as to the price, does it not? 

Mr. Fletcher. It is a question of business expediency. 

Mr. Goebel. It is a question of price? 

Mr. Fletcher. No; it is a question of business expediency. Sup- 
pose that man should give me a profit of 50 per cent. 

Mr. Goebel. If you did not think it was expedient to accept it, you 
would refuse the contract. 

Mr. Fletcher. I would have to take into consideration the effect 
on my entire business. If to do as this man wanted me to do was 
going to give me more trouble in the end than it was worth, 1 would 
not accept it. 
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Mr. Goebel. For business reasons you would not accept. He could 
not compel you to accept. 

Mr. Fletcher. No, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. Suppose this man should say to you: "I want you to 
bid for certain work, and when we come to making the contract we 
will stipulate that you shall not employ labor for more than eight 
hours a day." There would then be two things for you to consider; 
first, the question whether it was expedient for you to accept such a 
contract, and, secondly, how much you would bid, taking this stipula- 
tion into consideration? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. Then it comes down to a question of amount? 

Mr. Fletcher. It is a question of dollars and cents. 

Mr. Goebel. And so it would be with the Government stipulating 
for eight hours' work per day if we pass this bill. It would simply be 
a question of the amount you would bid? 

Mr. Fletcher. Of course the eight-hour proposition would increase 



proportionately the cost of the work. 
Mr. Goebel. 



So that it is simply a question of price? 

Mr. Fletcher. Yes; all business is a question of price. The labor 
market is a question of price. If you pay these gentlemen money 
enough for working ten hours a da} T , and would give them a price that 
would suit them, they would not ask for eight hours. 

Mr. Conner. You would not object to taking that contract if you 
got a good price for it? 

Mr. Fletcher. No; but that is a supposition that does not exist. 
Can you imagine any man wanting ships built coming into our ship- 
yard and saying: " Work less hours on my work and 1 will pay for 
it." That is not business. You would not find any man who would 
do that. 

Mr. Goebel. 1 am not saying that such a contingency would arise. 
I want to get at the distinction you are trying to make between the 
Government and an individual. I ask you to suppose that a man 
should come into your office and stipulate, in a contract, that there 
should be no more than eight hours work done under that contract. 
I want to learn just why you make the distinction. 

Mr. Fletcher. As I said before, if I could make more money 1 
would do almost anything that was honest. But here we are face to 
face vith certain facts and certain conditions. You are supposing a 
case tl-at could not possibly exist. 

Mr. Goebel. No; 1 am not. 

Mr. Fletcher. 1 am sure you do not believe such a condition could 
exist. You, as a shipowner, would not come to me and want me to 
do something that would make it cost you more money for your ship. 
That is not common sense. 

Mr. Goebel. You were speaking of rights. 

Mr. Fletcher. Exactly. Of right under business conditions as 
they exist. We must take these things as they exist. We can not 
make the conditions. 

Mr. Goebel. Would not the Government then be in the same 
position ? 

Mr. Hughes. The Government is coining in and making to you the 
proposition that Mr. Goebel has suggested. 
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Mr. Goebel. And you say the Government ought not to contract in 
that way? 

Mr. Fletcher. I say the result of it will be a disturbance in busi- 
ness. It will produce a certain amount of demoralization. The Gov- 
ernment represents the people and should not in any way interfere 
with the rights or business of any man. It should foster all alike and 
not interfere. The Government comes in on the same footing as any 
other customer with an order, except that they make certain restric- 
tions upon the work, have particular specifications, and are more 
exacting. They also compel you to keep their inspectors there and 
provide him with an office, which costs money. 

Mr. Goebel. I was not speaking with reference to the several pro- 
visions of the bill. I was only speaking of the general provision, 
stipulating for eight hours as a day's work. 

Mr. Fletcher. And so am I. I say that if the Government pro- 
vides that no man can work for it who works more than eight hours 
a day it will produce demoralization in trade, and for that reason it 
will seriously affect business, and therefore such a provision should 
not be enacted into law. 

Mr. Hughes. I think you stated before that the chief objection to 
the Government taking that attitude was that it would eventually lead 
to a universal eight-hour day. 

Mr. Fletcher. I do not think it would eventually lead to anything 
of the kind. 1 say that the Government can not produce it and that 
you and I can not produce it until the conditions of business are ripe 
for it. 

Mr. Hughes. But it will create a movement in that direction. 

Mr. Fletcher. A movement in that direction, yes. The Govern- 
ment can create a movement whenever it likes. 

Mr. Hughes. And that is your objection to this bill? 

Mr. Fletcher. No; I object to the bill, in the first place, because 
it interferes with the right of private contract, and because it is abso- 
lutely wrong. The bill of itself is wrong from my standpoint. 

Mr. Conner. If you could make as much out of Government work, 
would you waive the objection that it is wrong in principle? 

Mr. Fletcher. If I could make enough so that I could take two or 
three years to straighten out my business and go ahead again, I might 
do it. Why not? It is a question of dollars and cents. 

Mr. Goebel. Then it is not an inherent wrong? 

Mr. Fletcher. It is an inherent wrong. 

Mr. Goebel. If it is an inherent wrong, money should not justify it. 

Mr. Fletcher. It is an inherent wrong. I am not wronging the 
Government, but I am wronging these other people who pay the taxes. 

Mr. Vreeland. He does not mean that the eight-hour day is wrong; 
but that the enforcing of it by legislative enactment is wrong. 

Mr. Goebel. I am speaking of the general proposition as to an 
eight-hour day. 

Mr. Fletcher. As a general proposition an eight-hour day will 
not come until business conditions warrant. That is just as true as 
that we stand here. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Martin has requested that he be allowed 
ten minutes to address the committee. 

Mr. Hughes. Will you allow me to ask Mr. Fletcher one question? 

The Acting Ohairman. Yes; you may ask him. 
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Mr. Hughes. Will you tell me, if you can, approximately what 
proportion the Government work and commercial work bear to each 
other, in the shipbuilding industry, throughout this country? 

Mr. Fletcher. That is a very difficult question. 

Mr. Hughes. Just estimate it roughly. We are not trying to hold 
you down to figures. 

Mr. Fletcher. I suppose that, of the work in the shipyards to-day, 
more than one-half of it is Government work. I would assume that 
to be so, although I do not know it. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you think that proportion obtains throughout the 
country? 

Mr. Fletcher. 1 think it does on the Atlantic coast. 

Mr. Hughes. I am trying to get at the condition of the whole ship- 
building industry in the United States. Do you think about 50 per 
cent of it is Government work? 

Mr. Fletcher. I should say it was at th'e present time, but it is 
merely a guess. 

Mr. Schulteis. I would like to ask the gentleman what he pays his 
employees when they work on Sundays, holidays, and on overtime? 

Mr." Fletcher. We have an agreement with the Boiler Makers' 
Association which relates to overtime, and I think it is about two and 
one-half for one. As I told you before, 1 know this actual condition 
existed there a short time ago. On a steamship job the men worked 
all day and all night, and made five and one- third days in one, taking 
a reasonable time for their meals. You can figure that out for your- 
self. In the machine shop we have an understanding with men on 
practically the same hours, or perhaps two for one. We have never 
paid less than two for one except for repairs on the shop, and for that 
wepay time and a half. 

Tne Acting Chairman. Mr. Martin, the committee will now hear 
you. 

STATEMENT OF MB. H. B. MARTIN, NATIONAL SECBETABT OF 
THE AMEBICAN ANTITRUST LEAGUE. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am very grateful 
for the allowance of ten minutes' time in which to address you; oecause 
of the limit I will proceed directly to say that I am in favor of the 
eight-hour day as a general proposition. We are especially in favor 
of H. R. No. 33, because we believe it is the most comprehensive and 
that it is a constitutional bill, which would be held valid by the courts. 
That bill is more nearly in line with the decisions of the Kansas 
supreme court, of the courts of New York, and the Supreme Court of 
the United States. Therefore we believe it would be more likety to 
stand, and to bring about the desired beneficial results to the men who 
work for a living. 

With reference to the objections that have been raised to the enact- 
ment of this eight-hour law, 1 want to say that my recollection covers 
twenty-eight years in connection with the efforts of laboring men to 
shorten their hours of work bv organization and legislation; and I 
believe that history will show that never in this world has the effort 
been made anywhere to shorten the hours of labor but that identically 
these same objections have been raised. When we wanted to reduce 
the hours of labor from fourteen to twelve and from twelve to ten, 
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anywhere down the line, this same line of objection was pursued and 
the same amazing difficulties were predicted. 

It was stated by the employers that it would involve them in great 
complications. For instance, a gentleman here to-day objected that 
it would make great complication in his business if the eight-hour 
system were to be adopted, because he would have to bid on castings, 
and he would not know whether to bid on an eight-hour day casting 
or on something else. Now, as a good business man, if he wanted to 
be absolutely safe he would read this law and say to his subcontractors 
that they should furnish the work called for on an eight-hour basis, 
and he would make his bid on an eight-hour basis. The only common- 
sense thing for him to do would be to bid on an eight-hour ba*is, as 
the law plainly provides; then if he gets the contract he is perfectly 
safe. 

As a member of this committee suggested a few moments ago, it is 
not with our opponents a matter of principle or of morals. These 
gentlemen themselves have admitted that if they could get a good 
price, which would justify them in taking an eight- hour contract, they 
would take an eight-hour contract, even though they claim the eight- 
hour system is wrong. 

Some of the other gentlemen Who have made arguments before this 
committee against this bill have raised the point that it is an inter- 
ference with the right of private contract. My answer is that the Gov- 
ernment continually and justly interferes with the right of private 
contract where the exercise of that right is inimical to the public 
welfare. 

The gentleman is not permitted to make a private contract to import 
foreign labor to work in competition with American labor, in violation 
of the labor-contract law of the United States. The reason is that it 
has been found to be against the interests of the people to permit such 
a practice. No great injury is being done, so far as we can find out by 
experience, by prohibiting men who work on Government work from 
working more than eight hours a day. In addition to that, it seems 
to me that it is a very unfair proposition for a man who represents the 
shipbuilding industry, or the armor-plate industry, which have received 
all Kinds of favors from the Government, and who have a special favor 
in the way of a law which prohibits anybody else from making a private 
contract to import armor plate or ships, to come here and object to the 
enactment of an eight-hour law. 

They do not object to the interference with private contract along 
that line, which keeps out their competition; out they do object to 
any interference witn a private contract in the interests of the man 
wno produces the ship or armor, and does the work. The}* have got 
free trade in labor. There is no tariff on it. They have the advantage 
of the laboring man in that respect; and it seems to me they ought 
to be satisfied with that. In making their bids to furnish ships to the 
Government they should comply with the stipulations of the Govern- 
ment; and if the stipulations provide for eight hours' work, all they 
have got to do is to make their bid accordingly and all of the bidders 
will make their bids on the same basis. The eight-hour element will 
enter into every bid that is put in and they will all be put on the 
same basis. 

The gentleman referred to his request to the organized workmen 
that they should organize the shipyards farther south, on the Atlan- 
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tic coast, before they asked him to adopt the eight-hour system in 
his work, in order that the conditions might be uniform. The Gov- 
ernment, by the eight-hour law, makes the conditions uniform. 
Every contractor has to take the eight-hour proposition into consider- 
ation. The Government is a large employer of labor, and when it 
adopts the eight-hour system it sets a good example to other 
employers. 

No one has denied that this shortening of the hours of labor would 
be beneficial in the long run. They want it at some time in the 
future. Then why not hasten it by having the Government do what 
it can now to shorten the hours? 

I think you gentlemen are aware of the fact that those gentlemen 
who have argued against this bill have said it is impossible and not 
within the range of business possibility that the Government should 
make stipulations in its contracts which would cause it to pay more for 
its work. There are, however, a great many people who ask for bids 
on printing, and who stipulate that union labor snail do the printing. 
That implies that they stipulate that the men who work there shall 
work short hours, ana on the liberal conditions required by the union. 
The gentleman .has stated that this would be absolutely impossible and 
would never be dreamed of. It is done now by private individuals, 
and it is just what the Government will do if it passes this bill. 

Why not let the Government set a good example to other employers? 
Why not insist upon it as a just, reasonable, ana liberal provision, and 
that the man who does the work shall not be subject to unfair and 
extraordinarily long hours ? 

The modern conditions of work in the shipbuilding industry, in the 
iron and steel works, and in the armor plate works are very fierce. 
The tension at which the labor is performed is extremely high, and 
the men weai^ out from working long hours. It is necessary, under 
this high tension in modern methods of production, that the hours of 
labor should be reduced. The Government is willing to do it, and the 

Eeople are willing that it should be done; but these gentlemen come 
ere and object to it, although they say, finally, that it they could get 
a high enough price they would swallow their wrath with reference 
to the violation of moral principles and would accept the job. 

They think it would interfere with their business, and that it would 
set a bad example to those men who had to work ten hours a day. 1 
think it would set them a good example. It would stimulate their 
manhood, and they would say: "If this man can earn a living by 
working eight hours a day why can not I earn mine by working eight 
hours a day ?" 

There is no manufacturer in this or any other country who has been 
seriously injured by the reduction of the hours of labor. That reduc- 
tion has* benefited the employer as well as the workman. 

I want to say this one thing in conclusion. I think the committee 
should devote no time to the question of extending mercy in the appli- 
cation of a fair and just rule with such concerns as the shipbuilding plants 
and the armor-plate manufacturers. They certainly have already 
made enormous profits in their business. THey certainly have received 
enormous benefits and great assistance from tne Government. In this 
case the Government is simply saying that a small part of the millions 
of profits which have been paid by the Government to those industries 
for the emplover, in the past, shall be divided with the laborer in the 
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future; that not all of the excessive profits in the shipbuilding indus- 
tries and in the armor-plate manufactories should go to the employer, 
but that the laborer should, by stipulation with the Government, 
receive a small share of it. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you ask for a favorable report on H. R. 33 as 
it is printed, or do you suggest amendments '( 

Mr. Martin. When the committee takes up the matter of framing 
a bill I think there is one amendment 1 would like to submit. I have 
not yet formulated it. I think, however, the suggestion made by Con- 
gressman Sulzer is a very excellent one, that the committee itself 
should take these two bills and take all the good points out of both 
and then report a committee bill. 

Mr. Caldwell. You mean to take the Sulzer bill and the Hitt bill? 

Mr. Martin. Yes; but as between the two bills I very much prefer 
H. R. 33. 

Mr. Fletcher. Mr. Chairman, 1 desire to state to the committee 
that the interests I represent do not come here and ask for mere}'. 
We ask for a calm, deliberate, and common-sense study of this question 
as it applies to business, under business laws. 

In regard to the statement just made that the shipbuilding firms and 
the armor-plate manufacturers of this country had received great 
benefits from the Government, and that the Government has given 
them a large amount of work and they have made a large amount of 
money, permit me to tell you that these shipbuilding and armor-plate 
plants have rendered an equivalent to the Government, and the ships 
themselves speak for them. Wherever they have been tried they have 
not been found wanting. The record of the Oregon, built on the 
Pacific coast, is enough to compensate the Government for all they 
have paid for these enterprises. 

Mr. Hearst. But all tne advantage went to the shipbuilder; some 
of it ought to go to the workingman who built the Oregon. 

Mr. Martin. Does the gentleman think that the armor plate manu- 
facturers (the armor trust) have rendered a fair equivalent to the 
people of the United States when they have sold their armor plate to 
this Government at $520 a ton and have sold it to Russia at $250 a ton* 

Mr. Fletcher. It was entirely a question for the Government to 
say whether they would buy it at that price or not. v 

Mr. Vreeland. We have been over the armor-plate matter pretty 
thoroughly, and so far as I am concerned I do not care to hear an}- 
thing more about it. 

Mr. Martin. These armor-plate manufacturers and the shipbuilders 
have each organized a trust, an ironclad monopoly, in violation of the 
laws of the United States, and are exacting extortionate prices for 
ships and armor from the Government, and, speaking for the Anti- 
Trust League, I protest that they of all men have no right to come 
here and oppose tnis just law. These two great trusts are plundering 
and defying the Government, and violating its laws, and they are enti- 
tled to no consideration here until they come with clean hands. 
Everyone knows that if it were not for the powerful influence of these 
two great lawless trusts we should have had a good eight-hour law 
enacted years ago. Therefore, as a representative of the Anti-Trust 
League, I would suggest that as a matter of plain justice to the labor- 
ing men who are asking for this law, the committee ought to strike 
from its consideration the whole mass of specious argument presented 
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here by the representatives of the shipbuilding combine and the armor- 
plate trust and promptly report a bill without any regard to the wishes 
of the trusts. 

Mr. Freegard. Mr. Chairman, as I have come a thousand miles 
especially to be present to-day. I will be glad if you will give me an 
opportunity to be heard for a tew minutes. 

Mr. Caldwell. 1 would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we hear the 
gentleman to-day for ten minutes. 

The Acting Chairman. Proceed, Mr. Freegard. 

STATEMENT OP MR. EDWIN FREEGARD, OF ST. LOUIS, MO. 

Mr. Chairman, it was because that I realize the importance of this 
proposed measure that 1 again appear before you. We realize that 
any interference with the hours of labor by the Government, under 
any conditions, is undesirable. Whether the working day should be 
ten hours, or nine hours, or eight hours, or any other number of 
hours, is a matter, we respectfully submit, which the Government 
should not meddle with. 

There are conditions peculiar to every business, and no two busi- 
nesses have the same conditions. In every business there are condi- 
tions which regulate the number of hours the men must work. Take, 
for instance, the time when the Democratic convention was held in 
St. Louis. During that month you gentlemen know as well as 1 do 
that there is an immense amount of pressure brought to bear upon 
the printing business. To expect us to dispose of that work with a 
limit of eight hours for a day's work would be an unreasonable propo- 
sition. Necessity would require, probably, that the men should work 
all night. 

Of course we are not saying that the men should only be paid the 
same amount for twelve hours' work they are for eight hours. In the 
printing business they are well remunerated for extra labor. We pay 
them a price for a certain number of hours, and half price extra for 
the time they work after that limit up to a certain time, and bevond 
that we pay them two prices. But what we ask is that you should not 
limit us in the number of hours the men may work. 

The proposers of this bill say plainly that their purpose is to have 
this enacted into law simply as an entering wedge for bringing about 
a universal eight-hour day, and for prescribing a limit of the working 
day throughout the whole countrj 7 . That is the purpose of the bill. 
They say this will be a benefit to the country. I beg to take issue with 
them on that statement. The eloquent declamation we heard from a 
member of the House this morning, of course, appealed to our feelings 
and to our judgment, but I must say I do not think it appealed to our 
reason. 

In the first place the Government, when it employs labor and gives 
out a contract, puts itself in the position of any other contractor, and 
we know that any contractor in giving out a contract for work wants 
to have that contract completed at the smallest possible expense to 
himself. If the Government is a sane organization, doing its Wsiness 
upon business principles, it would have in mind the fact that it is to 
the interest of its constituents, the people of this country, that they 
should have those contracts fulfilled for the lowest possible sum under 
ordinary competitive business principles. Do you mean to sa} r , gen- 
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tlemen, that you can go before the country and say that you have 
enacted a bill which will make the product you supplj' to the country 
cost 40 per cent more to the country than it would under ordinary 
circumstances, and that the country will not raise a kick about it? 

You have now a bill before you which proposes to do that very thing, 
to make the expense of all the products which the country buys about 
20 per cent more than they are at the present time. I do not think 
you dare say that you can go before* the country, unblushingly, and 
ask their franchises with that bill in your hands. You are asked to 
do this thing in the interest of two million workingmen. What about 
all the other millions of workingmen who constitute the people of 
this country? What about the other people who have to pay the 
taxes? I think, frankly, that if you should enact this bill into law in 
ten years the workingman himself would be asking you for its 
abrogation. 

We see to-day that the increased cost of production has increased 
the cost of supplies. We find that in Chicago labor has increased from 
10 to 15 per cent and that supplies have increased 40 per cent. What 
has made that increase ? It is simply because of the increased cost of 
production. The more you put up the price of labor the more you 
are going to put up the price of supplies. You may say that the work- 
ingman was never so well off as he is to-day. That may be true, but 
it is simply because they have had long years of prosperity in this 
country. We hope for it and we want it to continue, but the more 
obstacles you put in the way of the business of the country and of 
enterprising activity the worse it will be for the laboring man and the 
more difficult it will be for them to maintain the very happy condition 
that they enjoy at the present time. 

With regard to printing: The gentleman stated that certain pur- 
chasers of printing had stipulated that certain conditions should be 
required, and that a label should be put upon that printing which 
indicated it was done under an eight-hour day. Permit me to say it 
did not indicate anything of the kind, because the printers in the 
country are working on a nine-hour day. 

Mr. Martin. I do not think I said it was an eight-hour day. I said 
it represented liberal conditions. 

Mr. Freegard. The only point I want to make in regard to this 
matter is that it is unfair to the individual, as such, and in many 
States it has been declared contrar} 7 to the constitutional right of the 
individual, and has been abrogated. It may be that municipalities 
still demand it. It may be that city councils still ask for it, but if 
they do, they ask for it in defiance of the rights of the citizen. I, as a 
man who runs a printing office and pay taxes, have just as much right 
to do the public printing, if I do it upon the terms proposed, as any 
other man; and no restriction upon the kind of men t employ or upon 
the number of hours they work should be put upon me. We do not 
say that the eight-hour day should not come; but we do say that it 
will come by natural processes, and that an act of Congress* will not 
help it, but will do great harm to the business of the country. 

If you will leave this matter as it has been left during" the years 
that have been referred to, when the hours of work have been brought 
down to fourteen and from fourteen to nine, it will be a great deal 
better for the country. That result has been reached not because of 
legislation by Congress; but it has been reached by natural attrition 
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and the the natural interworking of the employer and the employee. 
You may state that it has been stimulated more by the employees than 
by the employers. That may be .so. 

This is a thing which you can bring about by natural processes if 
it is right, and if it is not right you can not keep it if you get it. 

I thank the committee for this opportunity of entering a protest 
against this legislation. 

(The committee thereupon adjourned until Friday, March 11, 1904, 
at 10.30 o'clock a m.) 



Committee on Labor, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C, March 17,1904. 
The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. B. F. Spalding in 
the chair. 
The Acting Chairman. Mr. Crosb}^ we will listen to you now. 

STATEMENT OF MB. OLIVER CROSBY, OF ST. PAUL, MINN. 

Mr. Crosby. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my 
residence is in St. Paul, Minn., ana the company I represent is the 
American Hoist and Derrick Company, contractors for the Govern- 
ment. 

The Acting Chairman. Please state your full name, Mr. Crosby. 

Mr. Crosby. My name is Oliver Crosby, president of the company 
I have mentioned. I might sa}' also that I have represented before 
the Senate committee the Commercial Club of St. Paul, which is com- 
posed of business men; as well as the Twin City Foundry men's Asso- 
ciation, and the Twin City Association of Machinists. 

The report which I hold in my hand — which is the report of the 
hearings before the Senate committee — I have perused quite thor- 
oughly. The report of the hearings before the House committee I 
have not looked into so much, as 1 did not expect to be here to-day. 

I notice on going through these reports that the representatives of 
the national associations of labor have been before these committees 
and have occupied quite a great deal of time, and their remarks occupy 
a large part of the reports. The first half of the report before us is 
devoted to the examination of Mr. O'Connell and Mr. Gorapers, who 
represented the labor elements. The whole substance of all the testi- 
mony produced tended almost entirely, I might say, to convincing the 
committee that a shorter working period is in process of evolution, 
and that the hours of work have very materially decreased in the past 
period of years. These gentlemen call your attention to the fact that 
in the years that have recently passed a laborer's day was from day- 
light to dark 

Mr. Goebel. That it was what? 

Mr. Crosby. That the laborer's day was from dav light to dark; that 
in the natural course of events these hours were shortened to twelve 
hours and ten hours; and a great many reports are published showing 
that a large number of manufacturing plants throughout the country 
have adopted nine hours as the basis of a day's work. 

eh 16 
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There is no difference in opinion on this subject, and I believe the 
manufacturers all over the countrv admit and realize that a shorter 
working period is at hand. Whether this period is to be a shorter 
week or a shorter day is an unsolved problem. 

In many localities I have known of petitions being made to the 
managers of the factories, asking that the hours of labor be increased 
for live days in the week, in order that the workmen might have their 
•Saturday half holiday. Chicago has had a Saturday half holiday in many 
of their machine shops and foundries for a great many years. In St. 
Paul, Minn., this matter was given consideration some two years ago, 
and without any petition from the unions the proprietors got together 
and discussed the matter and agreed that shorter working davs were 
before us, and that they had no desire to oppose them. They did 
desire, naturally, that a uniform working day should be established, 
so that competitors in business should be on the same basis. At that 
time, two years ago, we did not decrease the ten-hour dav, but we did 
cut off Saturday afternoon; and at that time we published notices, and 
lived up to the agreement, that we would not decrease wages on 
account of shortening the week. 

I think this met with very hearty approval, and for two 3'ears I 
have watched those operations with a great deal of interest; I have 
talked with a great many men, and the movement is popular. 

Now, the solution of the problem as to a day's work I do not pre- 
tend to know, and I do not believe anybody else knows that. I 
believe it is a matter, however, that the business world and the work- 
ing people are in a position to solve, and I think they are solving it 
from year to year, and the fact remains that the working day is being 
shortened. 1 have only to read from this report to show you the 

Exsition that Mr. O'Connell takes on this subject. On page 220, Mr. 
'Connell says: 

The justice of the position of the wage- workers, as regards the reduction in the 
hours of labor, is so apparent upon every hand that in many instances these large 
factories concede the reduction of the hours of labor to all their men without ques- 
tion. So that the reduction of hours is not a new thing. It is something that has 
been going on from year to year, and will go on. As the important methods of pro- 
duction in this country grow and increase, so will the movement toward bringing 
about better conditions under which the wage-workers are employed. 

I certainly agree with those sentiments, and the onty disagreement 
I have with Mr. O'Connell on this subject is as to his methods of get- 
ting at a shorter working period, and the length of the period, which 
he believes should be eight hours. Whether eight hours is a day's 
work, or whether it is nine hours, or whether it is seven hours, I am 
not prepared to say, and 1 do not believe any living man is. In my 
own opinion the workmen in this world will eventually be working a 
various number of hours per day. A man who stands at a blacksmith' 
anvil and swings a heavy hammer all day should not be compelled to 
work as long as a man wlio runs a large machine, and whose occupa- 
tion all day is very largely watching the machine do its work. To 
undertake to hasten this natural course of events, which we all admit 
is taking place, I believe to be the most dangerous legislation that we 
can think of. The business world is working at that problem, and 
there is no difference of opinion on the subject from either side con- 
nected with the controversy. It is only a question between us of how 
it should be done. I believe it would be tne candid opinion of busi- 
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ness men that it is dangerous and unwise for Congress or legislative 
bodies to undertake to hurrv this matter. 

Mr. Goebel. How would you bring it about? 

Mr. Crosbt. I would bring it about in the same manner that it is 
being brought about. 1 have tried to show }^ou how it has been done 
in the past, and I desire to express my faith that this process is still 
going on and will continue. 

Now, gentlemen, I have occupied a number of positions in this 
world. I started as a mechanic, asa machinist, and I learned the trade. 
1 worked at that trade and associated with mechanics and machinists 
and foundrymen, and I know what a day's work is. I know what a 
ten-hour day is, and I know what a fifteen-hour day is. I have seen 
the working day decrease, and I expect to see it continue to decrease. 
I wish to again emphatically say tnat I believe it to be a dangerous 
thing for Congress to interfere in this matter. If there were any 
danger that this movement would not go on, and that the working 
dav would not be decreased, I might change my mind. 

'.The Acting Chairman. Did I understand you to state what your 
line of business is i 

Mr. Crosby. We are manufacturers of hoisting machinery pri- 
marily, and incidentally we contract with the Government. Our 
contracts with the Government have been with the Army and Navy — 
with the Ordnance Department of the Army — and we furnish gun 
carriages or mortar carriages. These mortar carriages weigh in the 
vicinity of 40 tons apiece 

Mr. 'Gilbert. Is there any uniformity as regards the number of 
hours your employees work in each calendar day 'i 

Mr. Crosby. Yes. » 

Mr. Gilbert. How many hours do they work? 

Mr. Crosby. Our working week for the majority of the plant is ten 
hours per day for five days, and Saturday we quit work at 1 o'clock; 
but the men receive full pay for a full week's work as though they 
worked sixty hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Nine hours a dav, }-ou say? 

Mr. Crosby. No; ten hours a clay for five days, and stop Saturday 
at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. Gilbert. At the expiration of the ten hours each da}', do all 
hands quit work, all at once? 

Mr. Crosby. On Saturday ? 

Mr. Gilbert. No; at the expiration of the ten hours — at the con- 
clusion of each ten hours which you sa}* is the working day, do all 
hands quit work at once ? 

Mr. Crosby. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Does the machinery stop? 

Mr. Crosby. Yes, sir; it does as a rule. Of course there are excep- 
tions to that. 

The Acting Chairman. What per cent of your output does the 
Government take \ 

Mr. Crosby. I have never figured it closely, but roughly estimating 
it, 1 should say about 10 per cent of our output is Government work. 

Mr. Gilbert. There is no difference, is there, between quitting 
work for the day at the end of eight hours and quitting at the end of 
ten hours, except that you think eight hours would not be a sufficient 
length of time tor the laborers to be engaged in work? 
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Mr. Crosby. In some of the departments that is true. A machine 
shop can usually stop at any time, but a foundry can not. 

I would like to make that point clear, in reference to the impossi- 
bility in some classes of labor of stopping on the minute. The average 
time of working in our plant is nine nours and twenty minutes a da\\ 
In performing Government contracts we have various kinds of work 
to do. I would here like to enumerate a few things we have had to do 
for the Government. We have built for the navy -yards three 40-ton 
locomotive cranes, one for the Mare Island Navv-I ard, one for the 
Port Royal Navy-Yard, one for the League Island Navy- Yard, and at 
the present time we are building one for the Boston Navy-Yard. These 
cranes cost, roughly speaking, $50,000 apiece. 

For the Ordnance Department of the Army we have built 35 of their 
mortar carriages, altogether, and in the last ten years, or I will say 
eight years, we have probably executed a million dollars 1 worth of con- 
tracts for the Government. We do not claim that we are large Gov- 
ernment contractors. That amount spread over that number of 3-ears is 
not such a large amount; but we do represent the amount of contracting 
that takes place in a great many establishments. These Government 
contracts all have a penalty clause, and they provide that if the work 
is not done on a certain (lay a penalty will \>e charged against you. 
This penalty varies from §25 a day, in some cases, to muen less. At 
times we have been in a position so that if we were not allowed to 
exercise our own judgment in the matter, and to work our plant in a 
way to brinfj about the desired results, our penalties would have been 
very severe indeed. 

In executing a Government contract we have to follow the specifi- 
cations most minutely. Every piece of material that goes into these 
contracts is subject to most rigid inspection. A casting must have two 
pounds cast upon it, and that must be taken off and broken in a test- 
ing machine. It must show certain physical qualities, or the casting 
is rejected. The analysis of the steel is insisted upon; and in shop 
practice, with an inspector at your plant, there are continually com- 
ing up matters that are not regular, and it becomes necessary for him, 
or for some one, to decide whether the piece before us is suitable for 
Government work, and whether it will be acceptable. For instance, 
a casting weighing 15 tons is supposed to be a perfect casting; but 
everv foundryman knows that a 15 ton perfect casting never was made. 

I do not believe a perfect 15-ton casting was ever made. A small 
imperfection at some unimportant point would have to be passed on 
by the inspector. Usually these inspectors shoulder but very little 
responsibilitv, and a sketch of the casting is made, and the imperfec- 
tion is described, and the matter is submitted to the Departments here 
in Washington. The Departments pass upon the matter. All these 
things cause delay; and the difference between getting a thing done iu 
our plant if it is made in our own way, and if made under Govern- 
ment inspection, is probably the difference of two to one. We can 
certainly make things in our own way in one-half the time that we can 
for the Government. But what difficulties we will encounter in get- 
ting material made on the outside, and what unforeseen things will 
come up in fulfilling a contract, is an unknown quantity. 

Mr. Goebel. Would it not be so whether you run eight hours or 
ten hours? 

Mr. Crosby. Yes, sir; certainly it would be so. But I will show 
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you how that affects us later on. At the end of our contract, or near 
the end of our contract, is the most critical and anxious period. We 
have submitted to all kinds of inspection and certain things have 
passed. Delays have occurred, and near the end of our contract we 
find that we have still a certain amount of work to do, and have only 
so much time to do it in. Now, it is a question of how we shall do 
that work and get through on time. 

If you are behind time, you can not double your plant and you can 
not go and hire a lot of inexperienced men and make two shifts. You 
must go on in the way you have started, with your experienced men 
and with the machinery adapted to the work, and finish your contract. 
This matter has come up a great many times in our plant. It does 
not always come up, but it comes up frequently. We are anxious to 
finish our contract and avoid the penalties, and our men, with no per- 
suasion and no coercion on our part whatever very willingly agree to 
work, and have worked ten, eleven, and twelve hours a day for short 
periods in order to allow us to get through on time. 

This law provides that you must work eight hours a day and no 
more, and if at any time you violate that law you are subject to a fine 
of $5 a day per man. If I have 100 men working on a certain Gov- 
ernment contract, and we see that our time is very short, and desire 
to ask our men to work a few extra hours and pay them for it, we 
would be debarred from doing so. 1 do not see any way of dodging 
that argument. We would be up against that proposition very many 
times. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose the bill were worded so as to make eight 
hours a legal calendar day's work, and to provide for the payment of 
overtime at some adjustable rate, say doubte wages for overtime, leav- 
ing a margin there, and taking away the penalty. 

Mr. Crosby. Well, a modification of that kind would certainly help 
the bill a little. 

Mr. Gilbert. It is the Procrustean feature of the bill that you 
object to. It is the arbitrary fixing of the number of hours. 

Mr. Crosby. I object to that, and I object to the bill as a whole. I 
object to the idea of the Government interfering and dictating how we 
shall perform these contracts. That is what I object to. As that bill 
now stands, I would not put in a bid for the class of Government 
work we have been turning out. I could not afford to do it. I would 
not know where I would come out in the end, as the penalties would 
be very likely to be in excess of the profits. 

In foundry practice — and in talking to you gentlemen about foundry- 
practice I do no suppose there is anyone here who is familiar with 
the details of foundrv practice— everyone who is acquainted with a 
foundry knows that there is a great deal of uncertainty in connection 
with that work. For instance, we are going to make a casting to-day, 
requiring the melting and pouring of 25 tons of metal. Tnat is a 
large casting, and several days may have been occupied in preparing 
the molds. The interior of the casting is usually made with dry sand 
cores, and these cores are put in an oven and baked. It is very 
necessarv, after the cores are oaked, and are taken out of the oven 
and handled in the damp foundry, that the work should go on with as 
little delav as possible, and that the castings should be poured before 
the mold has had time to absorb moisture from the atmosphere. 

We would get at a large casting of that class as early in the mocaififiT 
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as we possibly could, and at the proper time the metal would be melted 
in our cupola. The melting of that amount of metal in the cupola in 
our f ouncirv, would perhaps take two hours. In some other foundries 
it would be considerable more than that, and perhaps in a larger foun- 
dry it might be less. It is very largely a matter of uncertainty when 
this metal will be at the right point to pour. It ma}' take one hour 
or it may take two hours; it may take two hours and a half; it may 
take an hour and three-quarters. We can not tell that with certahrty. 
The time required for that operation is one thing, the dampness of the 
atmosphere is another, the wa\- your machinery is working is another, 
and the way your men are handling your cupola is still another. All 
these things are likely to cause more or less delay. 

Now, consider the situation in which the foundry would be placed 
at the critical point of tapping out the cupola and handling the metal 
when the eight hours expire at 5 o'clock in the afternoon. You have 
your furnace going at full blast, you have your men in their positions, 
the iron is being melted, and you are right in the middle of the proc- 
ess; you may be able to finish it in half an hour, but your Government 
inspector is on the ground and he takes note that your eight hours 
have expired and that your whole foundry is running overtime. 

Mr. Gilbert. That" emergency can be very easily provided for. 
This bill does not contemplate fining anybody under that condition of 
affairs. 

Mr. Crosby. I do not think anyone can tell exactly what this bill 
contemplates, or how it would act. I am considering the bill as it 
stands, and as it reads, and if I get into a controversy with one of the 
bureaus and they fine me $500 for running nn* plant overtime I do 
not know how I could escape. I certainly could not cite any action 
taken bv this committee as a defense and an excuse for working over- 
time. J think we will find that on our contracts under this bill will 
be printed down at the bottom in fine type "This contract is subject 
to the following law, which was passea," etc., and it is up to us 
to observe it. We will be held to tne black and white reading of that 
law. Now, there is one point that I 

Mr. Hughes. Will you pardon me for a moment? Do you find that 
those things occur now? And if so, about how often? 

Mr. Crosby. Those delays in the foundry ? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Crosby. Wh} r , it is a very common occurrence. So much so 
that in our agreements with the molders' union we have inserted in 
every agreement we have had with them that in case of overtime, 
from causes beyond our control, thev shall be paid time and a half for 
such overtime, and we pay it to them. Every foundry throughout 
the country has more or less of this trouble. Their aim and desire is 
to get through when the whistle blows, because if they do not get 
through w T hen the whistle blows they have to pay their men time and 
a half for this extra time. I do not know how w r e can be 

Mr. Goebel. Excuse me. Do }ou not take that into consideration 
when you make your bid for work either for the Government, or for 
individuals ? Is not that all taken into consideration ? 

Mr. Crosby. No; a thing of that kind is never considered. We 
know what the ordinary working conditions of our plant are, and what 
we can reasonably expect to do, and we figure on that basis. The 
expense of operating a foundry during the little overtime that it has 
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to be run is not' a serious matter, so far as the cost of paying the men 
goes. It would be a serious matter if we were fined §5 apiece for 
every man working overtime, however. 

Mr. Goebel. Leave that out of consideration for the present, and 
confine yourself to the condition you are in now. Does it occur so 
often that it becomes essential to figure on that and take it into con- 
sideration when you come to make your bid, or does it occur so inf re- 
quently that you do not pay any attention to it. 

Mr. Crosby. You mean as to the cost of producing the work ? Is 
that what you mean ? 

Mr. Goebel. Yes. 

Mr. Crosby. No: the cost that is entailed on account of that is not 
considered as one of the elements of cost in our business. It is not a 
serious matter at the present time, but it would be under certain con- 
ditions. 

Mr. Hughes. Have you finished, Judge? 

Mr. Goebel. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Crosby, do you come in personal contact with 
j-our men? I mean, do you superintend the working of the foundry, or 
anything of that kind 4 

Mr. Crosby. Well, I am active about the plant all the time. 

Mr. Hughes. Could you tell us about how often, in the last month, 
say, that condition of affairs has existed? 

Mr. Crosby. At the present time, with the ordinary run of foundry 
work, I do not suppose that condition of affairs would occur more than, 
perhaps, once a week. If we were making large and heavy and im- 
portant castings it would be much more likely to occur. 

Mr. Hughes. What time do you put on a blast ordinarily now* 

Mr. Crosby. The blast now usually goes on at 4 o'clock. 

Mr. Hughes. At 4 o'clock? 

Mr. Crosby. Very close to 4 o'clock. 

Mr. Hughes. That would give you two hours to cast. 

Mr. Crosby. Under the present workings of the foundry the work 
is done and the men are ready to go home about a quarter of 6 o'clock, 
which is 15 minutes earlier than their quitting time. We never object 
to the men going home when they get througn. We do not hold them 
there on that account. Now, there is another point that I think of, 
which ought to be considered. The matter of doing a thing because it 
can be done in the usual business course of events, and doing it 
because you want to, is one thing; but to be forced to do these things 
by the Government and to be fined if you disobey the law is quite 
another thing. I feel that we have some rights in this matter. 

Our plant belongs to ourselves, and the people who are working in 
it and the owners of it are entitled to consideration/ I am not going 
to express an opinion on the matter of eight hours a day, nine hours a 
day, or ten hours a day, except that I do want to impress the commit- 
tee with the idea that I believe a shorter working period is coming, 
and that we are willing to do our part toward reaching that point. 1 
believe the matter of working overtime or working more than ejflhk. 
hours a day is misunderstood. I believe that if a fair vote coif 
taken of the men in our plant on the question of whether they 
like to be restricted to absolutely eight hours a day and forbid 
work any more than that, and they could have a cbr"~ *~ * 
themselves on that subject, they would agree with us 
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time and a half for overtime is a popular measure among the work- 
men. There are a great many places in our plant where a man can 
work overtime without overworking himself. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you leave it optional with the laborer as to whether 
he shall work overtime or not? 

Mr. Crosby. We always do that. We never have compelled a man 
to work overtime if he did not want to. 

Mr. Gilbert. How many different establishments are there in this 
country engaged in your line of business — elevating machinery ? 

Mr. Crosby. Hoisting machinery? 

Mr. Gilbert. Yes. 

Mr. Crosby. There are a great many that are engaged in building 
hoisting machinery, in different lines. Our machinery is confined to 
hoisting machinery that is used by contractors and quarrymen. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there an}" uniformity in the number of working 
hours in those different establishments in your particular line of 
industry ? 

Mr. Crosby. I have met a great manv of these gentlemen at differ- 
ent times, and while there might be a slight difference, perhaps, in our 
working hours, they do not materially differ. 

Mr. Gilbert. In view of the fact that you are all competing for the 
same character of trade, you must have some sort of an understand- 
ing as to the number of hours in the different establishments; other- 
wise you could not verv well compete. 

Mr. Crosby. There is no agreement between the manufacturers of 
hoisting machinery as to how many hours they should work per day, 
but the working day is so well established — in our plant nine hours and 
twenty minutes, in another perhaps ten hours, and in another man's 
plant nine hours — and they are so nearly alike, that we feel we are on 
an equal basis. 

Mr. Gilbert. The difference in the number of hours they are 
employed does not constitute an element in the cost price of the 
product* 

Mr. Crosby. It certainly does. 

Mr. Gilbert. Then how is it that some are working nine hours and 
some ten hours? 

Mr. Crosby. As I said before, our working hours do not materially 
differ. 

Mr. Hughes. The time of putting the blast on in the different 
foundries controls it to a certain extent, I suppose? 

Mr. Cbosby. How is that? 

Mr. Hughes. I say, the time of putting on the blast sometimes con- 
trols the working hours — to the extent of twenty minutes or half an 
hour — does it not? 

Mr. Crosby. It will vary a great deal in any foundry. The blast 
is put on depending on what there is ahead. If there is a large cast- 
ing involving a large Quantity of metal, it must be put on earlier. 

The question was asked, "How many concerns are in a similar busi- 
ness to ours, in performing Government contracts " 

Mr. Gilbert. W r hat I mean is, approximately. 

Mr. Crosby. Approximately, I think there are 7,000 people inter- 
ested in performing contracts for the Government. That is the esti- 
mate I would make. 

Mr. Gilbert. How manv different establishments are there? 
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Mr. Crosby. I say, there are 7,000. 

Mr. Gilbert. Oh! I thought you said there were 7,000 employed. 

Mr. Crosby. No; there must be many more than that. 

Now, gentlemen, I have told you these things in as plain a way as 1 
can. I feel very much interested in this bill. I feel as though there 
is not any need* of it being passed. I feel that labor and capital, if 
you will put it in that way, or the laborers and the employers, are 
solving the problem, and it is not necessary to upset our establish- 
ments by this interference. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any particular clamor among the employees 
in your line of industiy for an eight-hour law ? Is there anj r active 
movement among your employees in that direction? 

Mr. Crosby. I have not neard of any in our locality. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do your men say about it? 

Mr. Crosby. You mean as to this particular bill? 

Mr. Gilbert. Yes. 

Mr. Crosby. I do not think this bill is understood by them. 1 
doubt if they know of its existence. The men work among them- 
selves. There are unions, which some of the men belong to, and they 
have sent their representatives here. These representatives claim to 
represent them, but, from my personal acquaintance with the men, I 
do not think their representatives fairly represent their ideas. As I 
told you before, this question of overtime is a popular measure in our 
shop. A man that is running a large machine, and who has not been 
employed at a laborious occupation all day, is perfectly willing and 
glad to work some extra hours if occasion requires, ancf be paid time 
and a half fordoing it. I should be very sorry to see this measure go 
any further than this committee. It means to me that if it passes we 
must stop bidding on this work. I would not dare take a contract with 
the Government for the Departments I have been engaged in, and 
under these specifications 1 would not dare put in a bid. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for your attention. 

The Acting Chairman. Now, Mr. Mcintyrc, we will hear you. 

STATEMENT OF MB. JOHN MACINTYBE, OF PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

Mr. Macintyre. Gentlemen, my name is John Macintyre. I am the 
recording secretary of the executive committee of the United Typoth- 
etae of America, whose national secretary has already appeared before 
you. 

I am rlso the recording secretary of the local Typothetse of Phila- 
delphia, and it is inore particularly in their behalf that I appear be- 
fore you, because we are specially interested in this measure from a 
commercial standpoint. It is admitted in the hearings that are printed, 
that this bill is aimed not alone to secure eight hours on Government 
work, but that it is a movement to inaugurate generally an eight-hour 
day in all industries. 

We will take up the commercial side of our business, and look for a 
moment at it. In the first place, to go into business we have to make 
a certain investment. Owing to the trend of conditions to-da\* that 
investment is continually increasing, because of repeated changes in 
the character of the machinery that we have to use in producing our 
product. There are competitive conditions to be considered, which 
govern the price we will get for that product. The competitive con- 
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ditions in this country, in the printing and publishing business, are 
governed, to a very large extent, by the fact that a man with a very 
nominal capital, provided he has practical experience, can start in our 
business and become a most dangerous competitor. 

I say a dangerous competitor, because the average printer in start- 
ing in business comes out of the workshop with a practical mechanical 
experience but with no business knowledge. Therefore, when he 
goes into business he judges results, and how he is going to accomplish 
those results, by his own past knowledge of what he may have done 
at the case, in setting type, or on a typesetting machine, and he has 
been producing results from that on a patent press, or a hand press, or 
a cylinder press. He has been able to produce certain results, and 
that is all he can see. For those results his employer has paid him so 
much per hour. He has gained in a general way some knowledge of 
the average price that is being paid for the product which his employer 
sells; but he has failed altogether to study, to know, and to understand 
many of the fixed charges which enter into the business, and the rela- 
tion of the actual monej T invested to the labor cost. 

Consequently, of my own knowledge, I know of men who have gone 
into the printing business, and who deliberately come into competition 
with established plants and sell their product at less than one-third 
what is being, asked in the open market for it, and when the price that 
is already established for that product is probably far below T its real 
value. In talking with those men about the matter they admit that 
they have done this thing, but they claim thev have done it in ignorance. 
It takes three, four, or five years of business life to gain this knowledge, 
and to bring them to realize that they have got"to combine that prac- 
tical knowledge with the business knowledge which teaches them all 
about the matter of fixed charges and the sundry expenses of running- 
the business. 

If this bill becomes operative on Government work, and thereby 
opens up the way for the same condition to be brought into our ordi- 
nary field of work, we are going* to be faced with a condition which is 
going to make it almost impracticable to safeguard the investment we 
ave therein, for this reason: If I want to continue in the printing 
business to-da\ r , in competition, I can not see why I should change my 
methods and my training, and all that my training has taught me, 
simply because my competitors happen to be working eight hours. 
If I, by application to my business, can get ahead and build up my 
business and secure a certain measure of prosperity, and the reward 
that I am hoping for from my labors, 1 think I have a perfect right 
to run my plant in my own way as long as I find I can 

Mr. Goebel. Do you not think the other fellow has a right to run 
his business his way, too? 

Mr. Macintyre. I do. I give him that right, and we find that right 
exists to-day. But immediately that this comes into effect you bar 
me from coming to the Government and getting any work. What 
right has the Government to do that. I am a taxpayer, doing my 
share to build up the prosperity of the industry 1 am engaged in. 1 
am doing my share to build up the prosperity of the particular city or 
town I live in. Therefore 1 should have a perfect right to come in 
and get a portion of what is being made out of Government work. 
The Government is being run for the whole people, and not for any 
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one section of people. If I can produce the work in my plant, why- 
should I be debarred? 

Mr. Goebel. You will not be. 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 will not be. Very well. If you come in and tell 
me that I must take this contract subject to the eight-hour clau.se, I at 
once find that I have got to introduce the following condition into my 
plant: I have got to run a certain portion of my plant on Government 
work, and the employees who touch that certain portion of work can 
not touch anything else during the time they are working on that; if 
they work over eight hours I am under a penalty, and in addition I 
have got to pay them extra money for that extra time. 

The other portion of my business — and the greater portion, I am 
afraid, gentlemen, of the business of the majority of men who are 
contractors with the Government — is the ordinary, everyday, com- 
mercial business. There are few, if any, private plants that are being 
run to a 10 per cent margin on Government work. Here is an actual 
experience in one of the establishments in which I was formerly 
engaged. 

A certain proportion of the work that came into that place came in 
under peculiar conditions. We, in other words, were helping the 
actual contractor, who had gotten up to his time limit. The goods 
had to be produced, his facilities were inadequate, and delays had 
taken place which had prevented him from fulfilling his contract. He 
turnea around to the house that I was with and asked them to help 
him out. We agreed to do so. We put the work in, and the very 
first condition I was confronted with, in the first department in which 
I put it, was " Well, this is city work, and owing to its being city 
work of course it has to be done under an eight-hour margin. The 
man who works on it or the men who work on it can not touch any 
other work while they are on this work, and they can only work eight 
hours." 

I therefore had to single out two or three men and put that work 
into their hands, and 1 could not put it into any other department in 
the house while it was in that department, unless I introduced the 
same conditions there. Therefore, I was compelled to introduce two 
separate conditions, making practicallv two departments instead of 
one, much to the loss of that house in handling that particular work; 
for, although there was an increased cost of production, there was a 
fixed price on it which had to be complied with. There was no 
increase of price. Of course we had the privilege of refusing to do 
that work, but ordinary business courtesy woula not permit that we 
should refuse it. That job went through that house in the same way; 
in every department that it went into we had to introduce the same 
svstem. Consequently the cost of production for that house for that 
time was increased quite a large percentage. 

You ask us to introduce this element into all our commercial work, 
and we feel, as manufacturers and a.s men who have their capital and • 
earnings tied up in their business, that in assuming to dictate to us in 
this way the Government is overstepping the powers which lay within 
its grasp. There is no reason why any individual who has the ability 
and necessary training, and the necessary capital to carry him along, 
should be controlled to this extent, as long as he does not attempt to 
impose any unfair condition on his fellow-man and oblige him to com- 
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ply with it. That is not within his power. It is a mere act of self- 
will on his part whether he does what he asks him to do or not. 

There are other elements that enter into it. The preceding speaker 
has referred to conditions that prevail in foundry practice. There are 
elements in the handling of all machinery, and in the handling of all 
material, which have to be considered. 1 have no doubt that the pro- 
duction of that foundry— especially when it comes to the production 
from the cupola for the casting -has to be gauged very carefully-. 
There is a certain amalgamation of the metal that has to be carried on 
in that entire process. It takes a certain time to produce the highest 
and the finest results that are necessary to enable them to comply with 
their contract. The handling of labor-saving machines to-day in the 
printing office — linotype machines and other type-casting machines — 
calls for a certain amount of skill and actual mechanical knowledge, and 
it also calls for some knowledge of the amalgamation of metals. 

When we come in in the morning we can not start that machine to run- 
ning by simply turning on the gas and starting the metal to melting 
at a certain given rate. We have to wait until it comes to a certain 
temperature to produce certain results. We have to face one of two 
conditions to do that. We must either have somebody come in an 
hour or two hours, or half an hour before the general help starts in 
the morning and turn on the heat and get the metal up to the proper 
standard, so that that machine can start at the beginning of the work- 
ing day, or else we have to lose the time of the operator whom we are 
paying for production, by reason of his having to wait until the metal 
gets to a certain temperature. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you think this bill requires all the employees to 
begin promptly at the same instant? 

Mr. Macintyre. In our industry that is what it would entail: 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose some one came to heat up the furnace an 
hour or two before the others, would not his hours count from that 
period? 

Mr. Macintyre. Their hours would start from that period, but no 
actual mechanical operation and no actual production would take 
place at that time. 

Mr. Gilbert. I understood you to sav that some one must come in 
and heat up the furnace before the regular operations of the day. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose the eight hours as to those individuals begin 
an hour earlier and terminates and hour earlier? 

Mr. Macintyre. Very well. By doing so you then add to the cost 
of that production, and you bring an element into our production as 
commercial printers which to-day we have absolutelj 7 no control over. 

Mr. Gilbert. But you say that now your employees have to come 
there an hour or two earlier to light up the furnace. How will that 
add any additional cost to the product. Would you not merely count 
his eight hours as beginning an hour or two earlier than that of the 
other employees? 

Mr. Macintyre. Do \ t ou not appreciate the fact that by having him 
come there an hour or two earlier you actually make the time begin 
for that machine at that time, and' that instead of eight hours work 
it would make it nine, and we would only get eight hours' product? 

Mr. Gilbert. I do not understand you. 

Mr. Macintyre. If you would come in, say, at 7 o'clock in the 
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morning and light up the furnace which heats the metal in the lino- 
type machine, and the actual operation on that machine, or the pro- 
duction, is not begun until 8 o'clock, would not that be an additional 
hour added to the day of that machine ? You would get off at 5 o'clock 
in the afternoon instead of 6. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am not speaking of an eight-hour machine day, but 
an eight-hour labor day. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes; but to make the machinery effective in the 
eight-hour labor day we have got to have probably ten hours put on 
that machine. 

Mr. Gilbert. You do that now? 

Mr. Macintyre. We have to do that now; yes, sir. 

Then one element that enters into this thing for us is this: One 
prominent gentleman who has appeared before this committee at sev- 
eral of the hearings is a newspaper owner. The newspaper owners of 
this country enter into competition with the book and job printer on 
machine production, to this extent: To-day they have to have machines 
to produce their newspapers. It little matters to them whether you 
make the working day a four -hour day or a two-hour day. It is pres- 
sure that is necessary for the production of newspapers. They group 
their results into as short a time as possible in the mechanical depart- 
ment, so that the newspapers when issued shall contain everything up 
to the latest possible moment before the actual moment of publication. 

Therefore, their machine^ are probably used for newspaper produc- 
tion from four to five hours a day at the very outside. They have 
these machines on their floor^ however; they are standing there, and 
this operation taking place during the evening or night period, leaves 
those machines free to secure a portion of the ordinary working-day. 
in the mornings especially. So they come out into the market, ana 
into competition with the commercial printers, who only work during 
the day, and who employ members of the union at union rates: and 
the newspaper men sell the production of those machines for fully 
one-half less than we can afford to produce it. 

The Acting Chairman. That is, they take job work? 

Mr. Macintyre. They take job work. In other words, they will sell 
linotype composition for 35 cents a thousand ems, when it actually 
costs us, in the ordinary course of regular work from 45 to 60 cents a 
thousand ems to produce it. It is the commercial side of the whole 
thing that appeals to the manufacturer, gentlemen. The manufacturer 
has to look at this thing from the standpoint of his investment, and we 
can not see at present why we should be absolutely curtailed by the 
Government in the use of the facilities that we tincl are necessary in 
ordinary commercial printing to produce the results in a business that 
we know best. 

Mr. Gilbert. Let me make a suggestion to you. You find no 
trouble among the farm laborers, and it is because each laborer and 
each employer stands upon an equal footing. There is no organiza- 
tion among the farm laborers, and no organization among the farm- 
ers. Consequently there is an equality and mutuality of contract. 
All you gentlemen seem to overlook the fact that the main trouble in 
all this controversy grows out of the fact that the manufacturers and 
employers can organize and do organize and fix a certain number of 
hours "for the laborer, depriving the individual laborer of that mutu- 
ality of contract 
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Mr. Macintyre. I would say 

Mr. Gilbert. Wait a minute. As you have all organized and fixed 
the number of hours for the day laborer, there has grown up a senti- 
ment, to some extent, in the country, that the Government must come 
to the rescue of the laboring man, because he is not on an equal foot- 
ing, and in making a contract with the manufacturer he must accept 
his employment at an hour dictated to him. 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 would respectfully submit to you, sir, the fact 
that so far as the printers' organizations of the country are concerned, 
the}' did not spring into being until the labor unions forced them into 
being. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am not saying but that you have a right-; — 

Mr. Macintyre. There is no industry in the country, sir, in which I 
believe there is more brains and ability emploved than in the general 
printing industry of this country. It stands, 1 thmk, fifth in rank of 
importance, according to the last census, in the amount of capital 
invested. in it, and in its general importance. Until some twenty 
years a^o there was practically no such thing as organized employers, 
and until nineteen yearc ago there was not even the semblance of a 
national organization. For seventeen years there has dragged along 
the semblance of a national organization, which has met once a year 
and which has been largely a social affair. We have discussed and 
talked and gone over things pertaining to our trade which were of 
interest to us in general, but we have not sought to inaugurate any 
uniform system ot rates or requirements for the various conditions in 
local centers, or agreed that they should be the same all over the 
country. We have recognized above all things the absolute necessity 
for the freedom of the individual in the pursuit of a common business, 
and for the same rights that are recognized by the Constitution of the 
country. 

Mr. Gilbert. There is no uniformity of hours? 

Mr. Macintyre. No uniformity of hours; no uniformity of practice; 
no uniformity of price, and practically nothing has been done until 
the last three or four years to establish among ourselves even a uni- 
formity of cost. 

Mr. Gilbert. Very much of the argument in favor of the eight- 
hour law, or any other law, would be that each individual laborer could 
come to his employer and contract.upon an equality. 

Mr. Macintyre. I believe that every emplover of labor to-day who 
has studied and looked into this question is thoroughly in sympathy 
with the movement toward reducing as far as practical and possible 
the hours of labor, because I do not know of an intelligent employer 
who does not recognize the fact that better results, better product, 
and a more satisfactory condition of affairs in his plant is obtained by 
having skilled, thoroughly trained and well-satisfied employees. That 
is the essential thing in our business, and I know the preceding 

Mr. Furuseth. May 1 ask the gentleman a question « 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you not find great trouble in the fact that some 
individual employer insists upon running longer hours and paying less 
wages* to the men, and thus compel you and other good employers to 
come down to his standard ? 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 do find such men, and I find that they are invari- 
ably the latest product of the labor union — men who have been strong 
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labor union men, who have graduated from the case and from the work 
bench and who have become employers. In our own citv to-day, sir, 
they are the worst employers. They are running longer tours and are 
selling their product for less than the standard established employers 
who have been in business for years. 

Mr. E. J. Roche. Do they use the union label? 

Mr. Macintyre. That would not cover it. In Philadelphia, out of 
627 printers, not over a dozen of them carry the union label, and the 
great proportion of that dozen are members of the union, who work 
not ten, but twelve and fifteen hours a day, and they have a right to 
use the label because they are members of the union. 

Mr. Roche. Would you permit another question? 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roche. Is there not an agreement between the Typothetse and 
the typographical union '( 

Mr. iiACiNTYRE. Not other than the Syracuse agreement, entered 
into in 1898. 

Mr. Roche. There is at present, I submit, an agreement for a nine- 
hour basis between the Typothetae and the typographical union. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Roche. The gentleman made a statement a moment ago that 
the printer who came from an office and opened up a shop, would run 
a press; that if he couldn't run a patent press he would run a hand 
press or a cylinder press. The printers' label covers that, because he 
employs the three crafts. The rules provide that it shall not go to a 
one-man shop 

Mr. Macintyre. The authorities of the International Typographical 
Union may have such a rule, but if they have they do not enforce it, 
as 1 can demonstrate by experience. 

Mr. Roche. I beg to differ. I was president of the Allied Printing 
Trades in Washington, and my office employed 3 or 4 of the crafts. 

The practice all over the country is that the allied printing trades' 
label, which covers all the printers, pressmen, bookbinders, stereo- 
typers, lithographers, linoty pers, etc. , shall be granted by an agree- 
ment to offices employing component parts of the trade. In other 
" words, it will not go to a man who simply sets type. 

It may go to a man who employs a printer and a pressman ? if his 
business permits only that number. If his business permits the 
employment of all the crafts, then to be eligible to use the label, per 
agreement between the employing printers themselves and the allied 
printing trades, the printer must employ all those crafts. But if he 
can only employ two or three, then the agreement permits him to use 
the label. 

Mr. Macintyre. How long has the condition of which the gentleman 
speaks existed in Washington? 

Mr. Roche. -It has existed here for the last seven years. 

Mr. Macintyre. Then Washington is peculiarly free from conditions 
which exist in other cities. 

Mr. Roche. It is not different from other cities. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes; but it is. 

Mr. Roche. I beg your pardon. It can be proved and very easilv 
proved, and there is plenty of room for an investigation which will 
Dear out any statements I make. 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 was about to remark, when I was interrupted, 
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that the preceding speaker had hit the nail on the head very squarely 
when he stated that he did not feel that the representatives of the labor 
organizations who appear before this body and who appear for the 
employees generally, on this question, fairly represent the actual sen- 
timent and spirit of their members. 

Mr. Hughes. You feel that you represent the spirit of the members 
of your organization? 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 do, as this matter has been thoroughly discussed 
in public and agreed upon. 

Mr. Hughes. Probably they will be able to throw some light upon 
your views of the subject, too. 

Mr. Macintyre. I make the statement that I have made in my capac- 
ity as the recording secretary of the Philadelphia Typotbeta?. I am 
in actual touch with the business conditions of the various unions. 
We frequently have committees of those unions who wait on us and 
who consult with us on various problems which come up, and it is 
within my knowledge that in the past nine months we in Philadelphia 
have made local agreements with the local unions on the hours of labor 
and on. the wages we shall pay. One of the demands incorporated in 
their original demand was that we establish the eight-hour day for job 
printers in that city. 

Gentlemen, that first demand was dismissed in that conference, by 
mutual agreement, in less than ten minutes' conversation. It was 
admitted by the members of the union that it was put there simply 
because they wanted to present as many claims as they could, so tnat 
they could compromise and get something; that they did not expect 
for a single moment, and did not believe that conditions were ready 
for it, and did not believe that the conditions in the city and in the 
surrounding territory were such that it could be granted. And why? 
Because Philadelphia is surrounded by a number of small cities and 
towns — east, west, north, and south — in which there are different 
printing plants, to which labor can be drawn from those country dis- 
tricts ana smaller towns that will work any hours at all that they 
choose to put into force. They have exactly the same appliances that 
we have to produce their product. As a result they can come into the 
market in Philadelphia and practically undersell us from every stand- 
point, and they are doing it. 

The publishing trade of Philadelphia to-day is nothing as compared 
to what it was ten years ago. Where has it gone? It has gone into 
the smaller cities and towns around about us, largely because the 
enterprise and energy of the individual has not been curtailed and 
curbed in those towns. The inhabitants of those towns are not dissat- 
isfied and discontented. They are prospering in this world's way; thev 
are getting along all right, and seem to be thoroughly satisfied with 
their conditions. Why should the manufacturing interests in the 
larger cities, which, with their large investment of capital, are able 
and fitted to go to the Government and offer to do Government work 
at fair and equitable prices, be so handicapped that the moment they 
begin to touch Government work the whole of the balance of their 
work must be thrown to the winds, or they must have a disorganized 
condition in their plants? 

Mr. Roche. Is the gentleman aware of a book known as the Web- 
ster Dictionar\ r '( 

Mr. Macintyre. I am. 

Mr. Roche. And do you not know that ten years ago it could be 
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printed and bound in the city of Philadelphia for 20 per cent less than 
it could be done in New York? 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes, I believe so. 

Mr. Roche. And New York was then working on a twelve-hour 
basis and Philadelphia on a ten-hour basis. 

Mr. Macintyre. But I would point out to the gentleman that in the 
same ten years there has grown up a volume of business for the print- 
ing trade, just as for every other trade, which has altered the condi- 
tions so materially that Webster's Dictionary could not be produced 
to-dav for anything like the same price; and it is not owing to either 
the shortening of the working day, nor yet to the advance in wages. 

It is owing to the natural increase and the natural prosperity in this 
country, the natural increase of business, and the natural endeavor of 
the manufacturer in our particular line to meet the growing demands 
that have come about. We have to go out on a campaign of education 
and teach the commercial man to-day that to be successful in business 
he has got to use printing. In other words, it is a day of publicity. 
We are learning the importance and the great value of publicity, and 
we are educating the business man. He realizes that if he is going 
to stay in the business world and make a profit on his investment he 
has got to do what others are doing, and that is, to use printing. I 
am speaking entirely of the commercial side. We are all doing that. 

If I have the enterprise and activity to go to you as a business man 
and demonstrate to you that if you take a certain article of yours and 
by judicious advertising increase your sales 10, 15, or 20 per cent, if 
you are a shrewd enough business man you take it up. Now, who is 
creating that demand for advertising? Am not I, as a business 
man, using the brains I have to create something so as to give men 
employment? 

Mr. Roche. The public is creating the demand. 

Mr. Macintyre. The public is learning the benefit of it; it is not 
creating it, it is learning it. 

Mr. Koche. They must be creating the demand, certainly. 

Mr. Macintyre. No, sir; I am creating the demand. It is not the 
public that creates it. If we wait for the public to create anything, 
we would wait a long time. The public has got to have leaders in any 
line, to create and guide and direct public sentiment, or anything else. 
If you gentlemen had not labored to bring together your fellow work- 
men and demonstrated to them that by working under certain condi- 
tions certain results for the general good could be accomplished, where 
would your lebor movement be? Yours is a business proposition, 
just as much as ours is. 

Mr. Roche. You recognized that when you entered into the agree-, 
ment with the typographical union. 

Mr. Macintyre. Decidedly. We have no objections at all, and I 
do not believe that any body of manufacturers have any objections to 
entering into a proper, thoroughly well understood and practical agree- 
ment with any boay of men; but all agreements should be based on 
common sense and on the average conditions which govern the busi- 
ness that is going to be affected by those agreements. It is not to be 
based on personal prejudice. 1 may be differently constituted from 
you, and may construe my duty to mankind along a different platform; 
but that is not the basis of an agreement upon which any contract 
should be based, or which should govern. 

Mr. Roche. May I ask one more question ? 

B H 17 
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Mr. Macintyre. Certain ly. 

Mr. Roche. Have you ever visited the greatest printing institution 
in the world — the Government Printing Office* 

Mr. Macintyre. I have. 

Mr. Roche. You know that it is operating under eight-hour condi- 
tions? 

Mr. Macintyre. I do. 

Mr. Roche. And the Government never fails to secure its work on 
immediate demand. The greatest piece of work that was ever accom- 
plished in this country was the printing of the report of the Maine. 
Twelve hours after it was reported to Congress it was in the hands of 
the Representatives, printed and bound. It was operated under the 
eight- hour basis. In case of emergency of that kind they work over 
time. 

Mr. Macintyre. That may all be, my dear friend, but I respect- 
fully submit that the Government Printing Office is not a commercial 
proposition. If it were the cost to the Government for its product 
would be reduced considerably. 

Mr. Roche. That is not a fact, because the Government Printing 
Office bids for its own work, and outsiders may compete in those bids. 

Mr. Macintyre. Do you know anything of the history of recent bids, 
on Government work — in the last two or three years. 

Mr. Roche. I know of a few. 

Mr. Macintyre. I would recommend that you study them carefully, 
and you will see where the cost to the Government comes in on the 
Government Printing Office bids. 

Mr. Roche. The reason is that the Government is a good, liberal 
employer. 

Mr. Macintyre. That does not necessarily govern the bid. 

Mr. Roche. It does when the Government Printing Office makes 
its bids. 

Mr. Macintyre. I know of good liberal employers who treat their 
men fairly aud squarely, who empUn" them but nine hours a day, who 
have ffot every appliance that can be brought into a shop to produce 
a good product, who have every convenience that is necessary for the 
welfare and well being of their workmen, who could underbid the 
Government 50 per cent. 

Now, gentlemen, this is the commercial side of the proposition, as I 
say, in which we are interested. We feel that we want you gentle- 
men, who are responsible members of this committee, to realize that 
there is a commercial aspect in this whole proposition, and that that 
commercial aspect embodies the right of the individual to conduct his 
business, from a commercial standpoint, as he sees fit. 

As I before stated, I do not believe that any employer to-day who 
is alive and awake to the general trend of affairs, and to his own wel- 
fare, is willing that for ten minutes there should exist in his plant any 
conditions which will embarass, discourage, or tie down the brains and 
abilities of his individual employees. lie knows that from a tired, 
weary physical state of affairs, or from a tired, weary brain, he can 
not get the best results, and he is not, and I am not, as a printer, going 
to put five, ten, or fifteen thousand dollars into a piece of machinery 
and turn it over to the keeping of a man who is tired out and whose 
mental faculties are worn-out by overwork, and expect him to take care 
of that valuable machinery and produce results such as I want. He 
can not do it. Therefore, it is up to me to see that every man I employ 
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has an absolutely fair and square deal, so far as the hours of labor are 
concerned, and to see that he is not taxed or asked to do more than it 
is in his power to do as a man and as a workman. 

Gentlemen, I thank you. 

Mr. Caldwell. I think it is not amiss to state that a desire has been 
expressed to hear Mr. Mayer, of Chicago. 1 have had a communica- 
tion from the secretary of the Manufactures' Association, of Illinois, 
asking if he could be heard about the 23d or 24th. I replied, stating 
that hearings would be on next week, beginning with Tuesdaj' and 
ending Friday, and I have mailed to the secretarv of the Manufacturers' 
Association a communication of that kind. So I think Mr. Mayer will 
have ample notice to come next week and be heard. The hearings will 
close Friday of next week. 

The Acting Chairman. I would like to ask the last witness a ques- 
tion. I do not know that it is very material, but in view or the 
fact that we hear so much and see so much in print as to the cost of 
work here in the Government Printing Office, I wish to ask him if he 
knows anything about that, and I would like his reasons for it. It is 
claimed that it cost from 50 per cent to 200 per cent more than it 
would if the work was given to commercial printers. 

Mr. Macintyre. I have not been in the Government Printing Office 
for eight years. I have onlv general knowledge, such as other citizens 
have, of the conditions in that Office. However, what appeals to me, 
as a practical printer, is this: That up to the present time, in the com- 
posing room, which is the type department of that large establishment, 
there nas not been introduced a piece of labor-saving machinery which 
is to be found commonly in every large commercial office, and in many 
small one, two, and three men offices throughout this country. I know 
it has been claimed that those machines have not been perfected, and 
that, therefore, it would be in the nature of an experiment for the 
Government to put them in the Government Printing Office. 

My own deduction is that that lacks common sense, because if every 
newspaper of an} T note in this country has been for years produced on 
these machines, why has it been physically impossible to produce the 
class of publications that come from the Government Printing Office 
in the same way % There is nothing in the production of that piece of 
printing [referring to the printed report of the hearings of the com- 
mittee] that is different from the production of the average book or 
the average newspaper, so far as the type is concerned. 

The Acting Chairman. You know mention has been made of the 
fact that the Government Printing Office bids on Government print- 
ing. Do you know whether in doing so they take into consideration, 
as an element of the value of their work, or of the price they fix, the 
fixed charges — that is, what would be fixed charges for an individual 
or outside concern? 

Mr. Macintyre. I do not know whether they do or not; but I 
respectfully submit that if they do not they are an unfair competitor 
for the average manufacturer. The Government is not running a 
charitv scheme, or it should not be, in any of its Departments. It 
should be reduced to a practical business basis, and run as a business 
proposition. 

Mr. Caldwell. Is it your opinion that if the work done by the 
Government Printing Office were let bv bid to the lowest bidder as 
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commercial work it could be done much cheaper than by the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Macintyre. Some portions of it, sir. Of course I understand, 
as all men do who know Anything about it, that there is certain work 
produced which must at all times be absolutely under the control of 
the Departments, and which it would be impolitic to place without 
the governing powers and control of the responsible people; but the 
average work that is produced all along the line, being tne ordinary 
line of business production of different commercial houses, could be 
produced by the ordinary commercial printer at less cost than it is 
produced to day in the Government Department. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you attribute that to the fact that the Govern- 
ment works eight hours a da}', or to the fact that it is the Government 
that is doing tne work ? 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 think both elements enter into that answer. In 
the first place, it is necessary, there being only eight hours of work in 
the Government Departments, that the production is less than it would 
be in a plant where it is nine. In addition to that, the manufacturing 
interests there are so thoroughly taken care of by the labor organiza- 
tions that the introduction of labor-saving machinery seems, up to this 
time, to have been an impossibility. \\ ho is to blame for tnat I do 
not know. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you consider the labor of a man who works 
eight hours only more valuable than that of a man who works nine? 

Mr. Macintyre. That depends entirely on the mental and physical 
caliber of the man. It is in some cases, and is not in others. 

In other words, a labor organization, or the Typographical Union, 
comes to me and tells me very flatly that when they are establishing a 
rate they establish it for the poorest man. Thev say, "This is what 
a man needs to live on. It is not what he is entitled to, but what he needs 
to live on." I know this from actual experience. I have had to employ, 
and I have very frequently, even to-day, to take care of a man who 
can not hold a position for more than two or three days, simply because 
he is unable to keep up with the average of the man alongside of him 
in production, either by lack of mental capacity or through ill-formed 
habits, or through lack of judgment and lack of practical knowledge. 

Mr. Hughes. How would you remedy that state of affairs? 

Mr. MacIntyre. I would remedy it to some extent by as large an 
introduction of the apprenticeship system on the old basis as possible. 
I believe the great crying need of the times is the technical education 
and training of our youth in practical everyday life. 

Mr. Hughes. WHat would you suggest should be done with a man 
who is good enough to employ as a printer when occasion demands, 
but who can not keep up with the average man alongside of him? Do 
you think he should receive less than will enable him to live like a 
decent man? 

Mr. Macintyre. 1 do not; but I believe labor unionism will make its 
greatest stride when it takes this aspect of the case up, and it will 
undoubtedly receive the unqualified support of every manufacturer in 
the country if it lets it be understood that before a man can produce 
a card as a union member he must show, as a member of the union, 
certain proficiency in the work he proposes to do. The great crying 
need in our business to-day is for brains and ability, ana we seek to 
bring it out. 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORER8 ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 261 

Mr. Caldwell. How many hours a day do you work in your plant? 
Mr. Macintyre. 1 am not particularly connected to-day with any 

Slant, but the average work in the plants 1 represent is nine hours a 
ay. 

Mr. Furuseth. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Macintyre. Certainly. 

Mr. Furuseth. On the matter of skill, the standard of skill, you 
suggest that the labor organization should not give a card of member- 
ship to anyone who does not come up to a certain particular standard 
of skill? ' 

Mr. Macintyre. I do. 

Mr. Furuseth. I do not know exactlv what the Typographical 
Union does in that line, but I believe it follows that idea as closely as 
it can. But if those men with that card are refused employment for 
certain reasons, or leave your employment for certain reasons, owing 
to a difficulty between vou and them, would you not gladly employ 
the other men without the card? Is not that what you do? 

Mr. Macintyre. No, sir; it is not. In the first place I do not believe 
that the Typographical Union to-day attempts in any way to judge as 
to a man's capacity, or to say that the issuance of their cara means 
that that man is a skilled workman. 

Mr. Roche. That is left to the employer. 

Mr. Furuseth. In other words, if he is good enough for the em- 
ployer he is good enough for you? 

Mr. Roche. Yes; if he is a good union man and he fulfills the 
employer's requirements. 

Mr/ Macintyre. But if he is not a good workman, and does not 
fulfill their requirements — that is what we are up against. 

Mr. Furuseth. It all acts to keep him in? 

Mr. Roche. It would tend to keep him in if it is a union office and 
employs union men. 

Mr. Furuseth. Could he not get other union men ? 

Mr. Macintyre. No, sir; the union can not supply men to fill oui 
requirements in the city of Philadelphia. 

Mr. Furuseth. That is a strong statement. 

Mr. Macintyre. It is a strong statement, and it is based on actual 
experience of the past three months. I can prove that I have called 
up the union time after time and have asked for men to place in that 
city and they can not be supplied. 

Mr. Roche. The city of Philadelphia is an exception, I guess. 

Mr. Macintyre. No; it is not. 

Mr. Hughes. What are the union requirements in that case? 

Mr. Macintyre. Nothing at all. He simply comes in and shows his 
capacity 

Mr. Hughes. I mean, when the union is unable to supply you with 
men. Does your agreement permit you to employ nonunion men ? 

Mr. Macintyre*. No, sir; not ii\ union offices, it does not. The typo- 
graphical union has said absolutely that we can not put nonunion men 
in a union office. If we do, even in times of stress, every union man 
has got to lay down his apron and walk out. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you mean if a union man employed by you is 
undesirable, that the unions in Philadelphia will not substitute a desir- 
able man, at your request, in his place! 
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Mr. Macintyre. They will if they have men; but they have not got 
the men. 

Mr. Roche. Is it because they are all employed? 

Mr. Macintyre. No, sir. 

Mr. Roche. What is the reason? 

Mr. Macintyre. The reason is because Philadelphia, I presume, is 
like a great many other cities in the country 

Mr. Roche. It has a bad reputation. 

Mr. Macintyre. I beg your pardon. It may have had in the past, 
but to-day it has not; and I repudiate it even in the past. The city 
of Philadelphia is a city of homes. Many workmen own their own 
homes in the city of Philadelphia. For that reason and for that 
reason alone they can easily be shown to be skilled workmen. If they 
were not they would not have been able to save the funds which the very 
fact of the possession of that property indicates. It shows that they 
have been skilled mechanics,, and that they have been Constantly 
employed and have been well paid, as pay goes to-day. They have 
been able to get those homes. Consequently the affiliation with the 
trade unions in the city of Philadelphia is jprobably weaker than in 
almost any other cosmopolitan city, barring Chicago and other centers 
of that nature. 

Mr. Goebel. I do not know that you have answered the question. 
You said you applied to the labor unions and could* not get them. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Goebel. Why could you not get them? You say they have 
not got them 't 

Mr. Macintyre. They have not got them to supply. 

Mr. Goebel. That must be because thev are all employed. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes; they are all employed. 

Mr. Goebel. And it is not because they refuse to give you any ? 

Mr. Macintyre. No; I do not claim that. It is simply because they 
have not got any men at hand. Under those conditions I contend that 
it should be free to the employer or any. manufacturer to then take 
such labor as he can get ana pay that labor according to the returns 
he gets from it; but the union steps in and says, " No, vou shall not do 
that." 

Mr. Roche. Would the gentleman submit any case in the employ- 
ment of a printer, where he can not get a pressman, bookbinder, 
stereotype r, or a printer, and the unions can not furnish him; and is 
it not a fact, beyond a shadow of doubt, that the union expects him to 
employ nonunion labor until they can furnish him with labor? 

Mr. Macintyre. That is the fact, so far as the pressmen and book- 
binders are concerned, but it is not, so far as the typographical union 
is concerned, and you know it as well as I do. 

Mr. Roche. I am a bookbinder, and I thank you for the compliment. 

Mr. Macintyre. You know that the bookbinders and pressmen have 
a sensible agreement with the employers, which • provides for the 
employment of nonunion labor in the event of a scarcity of union labor. 

Mr. Roche. You stated you had an agreement witn the union? 

Mr. Macintyre. It does not include any clause such as that. 

Mr. Roche. It should be reasonable and right. 

Mr. Macintyre. It should be reasonable and right, but the Typo- 
graphical Union can not supply us and it will not do it. It will not 
consent to it. It has been asked. 
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Mr. Furuseth. That is another thing. 

Mr. Macintyre. Not at all. 

Mr. Furuseth. Will the gentleman state, if he knows, the com- 
parative number of union typesetters and nonunion typesetters in the 
citv of Philadelphia now? 

Mr. Macintyre. I would say that it is as 40 to 60. 

Mr. Furuseth. That is, 40 union to 60 nonunion? 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Furuseth. That would account for the nonunion men going to 
Philadelphia. 

Mr. Macintyre. On the other hand, it is a well-known fact that 
Philadelphia, as a manufacturing cfty, stands second to none. There- 
fore, it must have had at its command skilled workmen in all branches. 

Mr. Davenport. You spoke of the system of apprenticeship and 
as to the need of apprentices, and so forth, in that line? 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes. 

Mr. Davenport. Will you state whether that lack of apprentices 
has a tendency to diminish the supply of competent help that you 
need ? 

Mr. Macintyre. That is the problem which confronts us to-day, and 
there is no doubt that the limitation of the union in past years has 
decreased the supply of competent workmen in our particular branch 
at least 35 per cent. 

Mr. Davenport. What are the number of apprentices allowed? 

Mr. Macintyre. One is allowed to the office ana then one to every five 
compositors, and both the census returns and the investigations from the 
insurance standpoint satisfy us that the ratio should be as one to three 
instead of one to five. And to really keep up the supply it should be 
as one to two. 

Mr. Davenport. What length of apprenticeship is required to 
make a competent journeyman '{ 

Mr. Macintyre. With the conditions in business to-day, you could 
not turn out a competent journeyman in any printing office under 
four years. 

Mr. Roche. That is the union regulation. 

Mr. Macintyre. Yes; I agree with the union in that respect; but 
they do not enforce it. 

IVIr. Roche. The gentleman seems to be aware of existing condi- 
tions in the Government Printing Office. Have you been there 
recently ? 

Mr. Macintyre. I have not. I stated I had not been there for eight 
years. 

Mr. Roche. Do you think the unions have prevented the introduc- 
tion of improved machinery there i 

Mr. Macintyre. I would not like to say that it has been at the insti- 
gation of the union. 

Mr. Roche. Are you aware that in the folding room, the press 
room, and in other departments they have the finest machinery that 
can be procured* 

Mr. Macintyre. That is because it is necessary to turn out the prod- 
uct in those departments. 

Mr. Roche. And that the only machine that is kept out is the lino- 
type? 
" Mr. Macintyre. The linotype. 
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Mr. Roche. Do you know that the reason stated by the Public 
Printer before a Congressional committee is that up to a few months 
ago the machine was not perfect and that Mr. Kennedy, the representa- 
tive of the company, agreed with him? 

Mr. Macintyre. I point < ut the fact that publications equal to this 
report in every way — every newspaper, or a large proportion of the 
newspapers, of the country — have been using it for years. 

Mr. Koche. That is different. It must be perfect in every detail 
so that there shall be no delaj* to Congress 

The Chairman. I suggest that you confine your remarks to questions. 
You will have your day as a witness, you know. We will never get 
through if we continue these discussions. 

Mr. Patterson, we will hear you now. 

STATEMENT OF MB. J. E. PATTERSON, OF WILKESBABEE, PA. 

Mr. Patterson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appear before you 
to-day to protest against the adoption of this measure. 

The Acting Chairman. Please state your name and your line of 
business, and residence. 

Mr. Patterson. J. E. Patterson. My business is that of business 
man, merchant, and manufacturer. I am here representing the Man- 
ufacturers' Association, of Wilkesbarre, J. E. Patterson & Co., of 
Wilkesbarre and Pittston, Pa., and the Easton Lime Company, of Eas- 
ton, Pa., and the Mason Supplv Company, of Easton, Pa. 

Mr. Goebel. What is your business? 

Mr. Patterson. I am engaged in a number of different lines. My 
main manufacturing business is that of manufacturing window sashes, 
doors and blinds, and interior finish. It is very largely interior finish. 

Gentlemen, it looks to me as though this bill was along the line of 
the minority of the labor unions, who are tr} T ingto place the majority 
members of the labor unions, the great number of workmen outside 
of the labor unions, the manufacturers, and emyloyers of this country 
on an eight-hour basis. It is tending to that. In my opinion it is a 
great mistake, and it is not to the interest of the workmen; it is not 
to the interest of the employer; it is not to the interest of the eounUy 
at large; it is not to the interest of the Government. It increases the 
cost of production to the Government and to the country at large. It 
increases the price of the material that the mechanic and the laborer 
must buy for his home and for his consumption. 

I think it holds back the enterprising and energetic man — the man 
who has ability to forge ahead and become an employer, if 3011 choose, 
or to take the best position among the laborers. It liolds back the man 
who has the ability to command the greatest wages and to earn the most 
for his family, provided he has the privilege of hiring out to whom he 
pleases for such wages as he pleases, and to work such hours as he and 
his employer mav agree upon. I believe it is better for all parties con- 
cerned that he should be allowed to do that. I have tried the experi- 
ment of running my factory different hours. Now, understand me, w r hen 
I say my factory — it seems to come natural to speak in that way — 1 
mean the factory of my firm, J. E. Patterson & Co. I have tried eight 
hours and I -have lost money at it. 1 do not object to eight hours, and 
I do not object to six hours, if the business of the country can be car- 
ried on profitably under that system; but I think that must come by 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 265 

evolution and not by law or by forcing all parties into it at once. The 
conditions must be right for it. 

Gentlemen, I have been in business nearly fifty years. When I 
first started out I had the pleasure of working twelve hours a day for 
56i cents. Out of that I laid by a little money, and in that way I 
accumulated sufficient to start in business. To-day it has come around, 
by evolution, largely, that the workman can get, for the time during 
which I then served for 56i cents, several times that sum — at least five 
times that sum. 

How has that come about? It has not come about by reason of laws 
enacted by Congress. It has come about largely by the best man 
being able to come to the front. He is interested in making himself 
worth more to his employer, and in working, if necessary, an extra 
hour a day or whatever may be necessary to promote the interests of 
his employer, thereby promoting his own interest, and thereby putting 
himself in shape to be advanced. 

No employer can afford not to recognize those qualities in a man. 
If a man is worth to me $2.50 a day, I can not afford to hold him down 
to $2 a day, and have some other man take him away from me. If he 
is worth more than that, I ought, being a fair man, to pay him what I 
can afford to, and I will pay him what 1 can afford to, thereby giving 
him a fair percentage of what he produces. If the laboring man knows 
that he can only have eiffht hours a day, if he knows that he has to 
work for the same price that a poorer man works for, 1 do not believe 
he will forge aheaa, as he would if he had the privilege of pushing 
ahead and getting the wages he is entitled to. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you know of any union that limits the amount of 
money to be paid to a man ? 

Mr. Patterson. I know that walking delegates have been in my 
office and asked me to make a uniform wage for every workman. 

Mr. Hughes. A uniform minimum wage? 

Mr. Patterson. That every man should get a certain wage. They 
did not say 1 could not pay more, no; but they said 1 must pay a cer- 
tain amount, whether the man was worth it or not. They wanted me 
to agree to work eight hours a day 

Mr. Hughes. Have you any men working for you now? 

Mr. Patterson. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you think they are not worth the daily wage they 
receive ( 

Mr. Patterson. I think they are worth it or I do not suppose 1 
would be paying it to them, sir. 1 have a lot of faithful men. who 
have been with me, some of them, over thirty years, and some of them 
over twenty years. I think they have treated me fairly, and 1 must 
have treated them reasonably fairly or they would not be in my 
employ to-day. I heard of one of mv men a few months ago saying to 
another workman, "I have been with. Patterson so many years" — 1 
think it was about thirty he said. "I never asked him for a raise of 
wages; I never asked him to lower mv wages; he has raised my wages 
and he has lowered them. I believe ne is honorable and fair in doing 
it, and I have always been entirely satisfied."' 

If we employers treat our workmen in that way I do not think we 
would ever have any trouble with them. I think the question to-day 
rests on the complaint we hear that the employer does not give the 
employee a fair chance to make his wants known, or to make his com- 
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plaints known to his employer. I believe in an employer allowing 
ever} r workman, no matter how humble he may be, to have all the 
time he wants to explain to his employer if there is an} 7 reason why 
he is not treated fairly. Any man who works for me can have all the 
time he wants in my private office, and can have a chance to say all he 
wishes to; and, if he can convince me that I am not paying him fair 
wages, he is sure to get more. 

Mr. Hughes. You do not have much trouble with labor, do you'i 

Mr. Patterson. I never had any trouble with my labor until the 
union came in. I have had some trouble since. I had first a boycott 
for eight months; next a boycott for nearly three years. In the first 
place, the union asked me to change my factory from ten hours — and 
when I say ten hours I mean during the principal running time of the 
year; I did sometimes run nine hours and occasionally eight hours — 
to eight hours. I said, "Gentlemen, if I do that I will be running 
out of the little money I have made and I must object to it. 1 can 
not do it. I will close my factory first." Thev undertook to force 
me into it, and a portion of my men left me. The others stuck by. 
But my factorv has alwaj's run. It never was stopped by the union. 

Then came the boycott. It went on for eight months. During that 
time I had repeated interviews with all the leaders of the union. I do 
not know whether it is fair for me to tell what was said to me. but the 
gist of it was that they told me how to run my factory. They said, 
"You must run eight hours a day." "Well, suppose I find that 1 can 
not run eight hours?" "It makes no difference. A, B, and C are 
running their factory now eight hours a day, and you will have to." 
"My competitors in different parts of the country are running nine, 
ten, and perhaps eleven hours. Can I produce the work to compete 
with them?" "No; we do not think you can, but it does not make 
any difference. The union says so and you must do so." "Well, 
gentlemen, I can not run my factory eight hours a day." 

Now, I propose that the union shall make an illustration here with 
my factory that shall be a fair illustration to the country of what can be 
done under the union rules. I am going to make to you a proposition. 
It may be considered in the nature of a bluff, but I do not make bluffs, 
and I will not stand for them. You gentlemen know me well enough 
to know that I will do just what I agree to. In order to give your 
union a chance to run a factory under union rules, I make this propo- 
sition: "Here is a well-equipped factory. It is free from all incum- 
brance. I will sell it to yonr union" 

Mark the price, now, gentlemen 

"I will sell it to your union for 30 cents on the dollar, for what it 
cost. I will deposit in bank gold enough to buy it back with. % 1 will 
keep that gold ready to buy that factory back any day that your union 
can not make a success of it. I will keep that gold ready to buy this 
factory back any day you want to sell it back. I will only stipulate 
that you shall sell it" back to me when you are ready to dispose of it, 
and that I shall have first chance to buy it, and at the price at which 
I sell it to vou, allowing you for any improvements you may have put 
on it." 

That I considered a fair offer to them. The reply was: 

" We can not run a factory. We do not know anything about it 
We will not take your factory." " Gentlemen, if you can not run a 
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factory, why are you here to tell me how to run one, and to tell me 
that I must run it under such rules, whether it pays or not." 

Now, gentlemen, I think this measure that is before you is leading 
up to just those conditions. When that measure is passed we will 
some of us have to go out of business. It may be that some of us 
could afford to go out. Others can not. When the hours of labor, 
by evolution, come around where we can work eight hours, I shall be 
glad to welcome it. 1 have been a workman myself. I can run the 
engine, or any machine in npy factory. I know just what I am doing 
when I put a man at work. I know if he is a good workman, and if 
he is noc I know just how to manage to make a good workman of him 
if he has the ability. 

The question 01 apprentices is spoken of here by one gentleman. 
To-day we have none in the real sense of the word. In our business 
they want us to only take one apprentice, or one boy, into the busi- 
ness to every five journeymen workmen. My experience under the 
present mode of hiring apprentices, if you choose to hire boys to learn 
the business or to work in your business, is this: You hire them and 
pay them so much a day or so much an hour. They work as long as 
they like, or they leave you at any hour they like. 

The Acting Chairman. I do not like to interrupt you, Mr. Patter- 
son, but the Post-Office bill is up, and we must stop at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. Patterson. 1 will return to finish my statement at an} 7 time the 
committee will set. How is it to-morrow? I will stay over until 
to-morrow, although it will be very inconvenient. I would like to say 
a few words more, and will stay over and come before you in the 
morning. 

The Acting Chairman. If you do not conclude your remarks, I 
think there will be no objection to your finishing them and having 
them printed. 

Mr. Patterson. I prefer to come before your committee, if that is 
satisfactory. 

The Acting Chairman. There are only two members of the com- 
mittee here, the others having been called away. 

Mr. Patterson. To-morrow, I mean. 

The Acting Chairman. We could hardly fix a hearing for to- 
morrow. 

Mr. Patterson. You have no hearing for to-morrow? 

The Acting Chairman. There is none set down for to-morrow. 

Mr. Patterson. Then, gentlemen, just tell me when to stop. I 
will only say a few words more. 

The Acting Chairman. I will be glad to have you continue what you 
have to say, and it will be put in the record of the hearings, so as to 
be at the disposal of the committee when the whole committee is here. 

Mr. Patterson. Very well. I may give the stenographer a few 
words afterwards. 

I was speaking of the question of apprentices. It is almost impos- 
sible to bring apprentices up to journeymen's work. Many of the 
foremen who have beqn employed in my factory were taken in as 
boys, and have worked up as foremen; but 1 can not keep one in five 
of the boys of to-day in mj T factory until they become journeymen 
workmen. I may be mistaken about it, but I think one reason is 
because of what the union says to them. They get such notions in 
their heads from the unions. 
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I started to tell you, and then ran off from it, something of my 
experience with the boycott. The first boycott was settled, and it was 
but an entering wedge, as I consider this bill is, to bring an enforced 
eig;ht-bour day to all. I made an agreement or settlement with the 
union. I do not think it amounted to anything. I did it more to see 
how small an agreement could be made to settle such a Question as that 
boycott. 1 advanced the wages of two of my men, I think, 16 to 20 cents 
a day on the two. I agreed to run nine hours a day when 1 did not have 
work enough to run more, but when I was crowded with work I was 
to run ten nours if I wanted to. That was not the kind of agreement 
they wanted to make. They objected to it very much; but under those 
conditions I agreed that I would make no distinction between union 
and nonunion men, and in that way we went on. We were working 
very harmoniously then and I had no further trouble, and I thought I 
had this thing settled. This was in the city of Pittston. There came 
into the office one day a walking delegate from the city of Wilkesbarre. 

He said: "Mr. Patterson, your factory is under the jurisdiction of 
the city of Wilkesbarre, ana "you must sign our rules." "Let me see 
your rules, sir. These rules are very different from the rules under 
which I have agreed to work with the union in the city of Pittston/' 
"That makes no difference. You will have to sign these rules." 
"Can you tell me how 1 can sign two sets of rules, the rules being 
very different, and live up to both sets?" "I can tell you that you 
can not do it. You can not serve two masters." "Will you please 
advise me what 1 am to do under those conditions?" "Take your 
choice, and bike the conseauences. If you do not sign those rules we 
will make you trouble ana boycott your institution. We will ruin 
your business." 

That is what 1 have been up against. I did not sign the rules and 
they .boy cot ted me. I went to the courts and I got an injunction on 
those men. We tried it out in court. You gentlemen who know 
anything about these things know that it cost us a good deal of money, 
and it cost the union a good deal. The result was that I won my case 
in court — injunction made permanent. Still the unions that 1 did not 
enjoin tried as far as they could, privately, to boycott me. They 
kept it up, and they hired a man to stand on the streets and follow 
my goods; they would be on a bicycle, on foot, and anv way. If I had 
a team go out with goods they would run up alongside and ask where 
they were going. The driver would tell them and they would get 
there before the driver did, and try to stop the delivery of the goods. 

Is this a free country? If this bill is leading up to that kind of 
freedom I want to be clear of it. 1 do not want that kind of freedom. 
I want freedom where every man has a right to work as many hours 
as he wants to, to hire out to whom he pleases, to leave his employer 
if his employer is not honorable and straightforward with him, and 
where the employer has a right to discharge his workman if it is not 
to the interest of that employer to keep him. 1 believe that under 
those conditions the workman is better off. I believe he will actually 
earn more money. 

Mr. Furuseth. I would like to ask one question, if you will per- 
mit me. 

Mr. Patterson. Certainly. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you allow a workman the right to say that he 
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will not continue to work alongside of or with a particular man in 
your factory? Do you allow him the right to quit on those grounds? 

Mr. Patterson. I allow him to quit on any ground. It does not 
make any difference what it is; yes, sir. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to explain one remark I made, which I 
omitted to explain at the time. That is, as to why I said I believed 
that this was leading up from a minority of the members of the unions. 
I have taken pains to visit different cities and to talk with as many of 
the union men as I had an opportunity to. I have had union men in 
different unions in different cities, tell me that they were in the union 
because they felt they must be, because they felt they were forced to 
come in, because they felt they could not get work to support their 
families if they were not in. In other words, they were in by coersion. 

I had two men in Chicago come and spend an evening with me, and 
in the course of conversation — I will make it as brief as I possibly can; 
I fear my time is up — this came up from those men: " We belong to 
the union." " Why do you belong to the union? " " We belong to 
the union because we can not get work otherwise. It is a union cit}'." 
" Is it a good thing for you? " " No; it is not." " Are you doing as 
well as you were years ago, when you worked for less wages? " u No; 
we are not; but we are getting larger wages to-day." 1 said to them, 
" You are getting more than I paid in war times — in the times of the 
civil war. You are getting larger wages to-day than I paid the best 
workmen in war times. You ought to be laying up money and invest- 
ing monev." " Mr. Patterson, we are not making money. We own 
our own nomes. 

" If you will buy them to-day we will leave Chicago and look for a 
place where there is no union, if we can find it." " Why is that? 
Why is it that you are not making more money with these good 
wages? " "Because we do not average anywhere near as much time." 
" Why don't you get out of the union 4" "Because we have no lead- 
ers, and we don't dare." "How dare you come here and talk to me? 
You refuse to talk to me in the presence of other workmen; how dare 
you come here and talk to me? ' "Because you have shown us that 
you are a friend of the laboring man. When we could not get our 
wages from a contractor who had contracted with you, you called us 
together in his presence and paid us our wages, and j T ou told him you 
would charge it to his account and he would have to stand it." 

No matter whether I had.the right to do that thing or not, I gained 
the friendship of those men, and they told me what their troubles 
were. They told me they believed two-thirds of the members of their 
union were there by coercion. 

I think this bill is leading up to that thing. I may be mistaken, 
but if I have any judgment as a business man, with my experience 
with the unions, it is leading up to it — that is to a generally enforced 
eight-hour day. If Congress passes this bill, the unions will try to 
enforce the balance. 

I do hot want to go away from you leaving a wrong impression. I 
believe a union can oe conducted for the benefit of the members, and 
I believe it ought to be; but, sir, they are getting so much power, and 
are so crazy, may I say, with their power, they are getting so elated 
by it, that they can not hold back. They seem to think that the busi- 
ness man has money enough so that they can draw any amount from 
him. They do not seem to think that he has got to make his money 
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before he can pay it out. They seem to feel as a little grandson of 
mine does. 

He says, "Papa is rich." I say, "He works daily; how can he be? 
He works for his money." He says, "It don't make any difference; 
you are." "How much do you think I have got?" "Oh, a million 
dollars. You can go to the bank and get all you want." 

These gentlemen have the same idea my little grandson has. 

As long as I am able to remain in business, gentlemen, my men will 
receive enough for their support and the support of their families. 
Lots of my men have been with me for twenty or thirty years, and, 
gentlemen, these men will never go hungry while I can prevent it. 
They have been faithful to me and I will stand by them. 

1 am afraid I am exceeding my time. I will not take any further 
time, but I ask you, gentlemen, not to pass this bill. Do not report 
it. It is against the interests of this country; it is against the interests 
of the workmen; it is against the interests of every man. Weigh it. 
Consider it carefully. Be sure of what you are doing. Take plenty 
of time, and get all the evidence you can in regard to this matter. 
But go slow. When the Government puts its hand on the freedom of 
the people, by and by the people will put their hands on the Government 
and say, " We will have a free country." 

We can not afford anything of this kind. I feel deeply on this 
subject. I feel that every American citizen ought to study carefully 
and look carefully at this thing, and if he thinks it is not for the best 
interests of the country he ought to come before you and state it. No 
matter in what broken terms he may state it, he should come. I am 
not a public speaker. I have had no experience in that line; but I am 
thoroughly interested in this matter. I am so interested in it that I 
had to break other engagements to come here, and I believe I could 
talk for three days on the subject, if necessary. 

As the majority of the citizens, so the nation. Why has our nation 
in one century become one of the leading, and no doubt the wealthiest, 
nation on this earth? Because of the freedom of its people; because 
of the inalienable right of every man to work for whom he pleases, at 
what price he pleases, and as many hours as he pleases; because of the 
right of each and every man who has the ability to do his best and go 
to the front. Many a man has worked ten hours a day or more to earn 
money to support him while he spent more hours of the day in study 
to fit himself to be a better workman, a business man, a professional 
man, a legislator, or a President of the United States. Are we, in order 
to please a small minority of the men of the country, to pass a law to 
enforce an eight-hour day on all men that work on anything made under 
a Government contract, each man to be under a penalty for each and 
every day that he works over eight hours in any calendar day ? Such 
a measure must result in greatly crippling the industries of this country. 
It will greatly reduce exports, it will cripple the manufacturing 
interests of this country. 

There is no greater mistake made by the workman of thfc country 
than to think that to introduce improved machinery and improved 
facilities for the manufacture of all articles that we produce, is cutting 
them short of employment and against their interest. The cheaper 
we produce, the more the workman can buy, the greater the demand 
will be, and thereby the production will be increased, making more 
work for all employed. 
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I think we must admit that in the end the law of supply and demand 
must regulate our markets, our productions, and our hours of labor 
to so great an extent that no set of men, not even the entire nation, 
can to any great extent, or for any great length of time, change the 
regular tourse of the law of supply and demand, by law or otherwise, 
without disarranging business, causing a depression that must result 
in a loss to the workmen, the employer, and to the nation at large. 

Let the workman be free to work or stop work, but protect the work- 
man who desires to continue work in his freedom to contract to work as 
many hours as he pleases, for what price he pleases, and for whom he 
pleases, and the freedom of every man to regulate his own business 
according to his best judgment. Let all this freedom which we have 
enjoyed in the past, and which has made us a great and prosperous 
people, continue as in the past that our prosperity may continue. 

Do not increase the cost to the Government ana the nation and take 
the chances of bringing on a period of depression by passing an eight- 
hour law that will increase the cost of production. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, allow me to thank you for the courtesy 
you have shown me. 

Mr. Hughes. I would like to make a correction or two in the record. 

The Acting Chairman. The clerk informs me that if you will indi- 
cate the corrections to him he will have the matter attended to. 

Mr. Patterson. I would like to say one more word. Perhaps I 
am all the more earnest in regard to this matter because I come from 
the anthracite coal regions. You know what we passed through 
there. Some of the people there have almost come to starvation, and 
they have had no end of trouble besides. That is the reason I am all 
the more earnest. We may be too earnest, but I do not believe we 
can be too earnest. 

The Acting Chairman. Without objection, the committee will take 
a recess until Tuesday next at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 

The committee thereupon adjourned until Tuesday, March 22, 1904, 
at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Washington, D. C, March 22, 190^ 
The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. E. B. Vreeland in 
the chair. 

Mr. Maddox. Mr. Chairman, we have three gentlemen here from 
Georgia, Mr. Gordon, Mr. Calloway, and Mr. Hamilton, who would 
like to address the committee briefly. 

The Acting Chairman. I think we had better start right in, had 
we not? 

Mr. Maddox. I think so. 

STATEMENT OF ME. F. B. GORDON, OF COLUMBUS, GA. 

Mr. Gordon. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as 
stated by Judge Maddox, we are here from Georgia to present our 
views briefly to the committee. We are all 

The Acting Chairman. Please state what interest you represent. 

Mr. Gordon. I started to say that we are all cotton manufacturers, 
and we are all officials of cotton mills and all members of our State 



272 EIGHT H0UR8 FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

Manufacturers' Association. We are here to briefly present the views 
of that association, and as manufacturers to present our own views. 
In view of the fact that quite a number of our members who would 
have liked to have been here are not here, I have thought it best to 
put my own views in manuscript form, and 1 trust I will be pardoned 
tor presenting them in that form. 

My purpose is to address you briefly in opposition to the passage 
of the oill known as the ki national eight- hour bill." Officially 1 speak 
as the president of the Georgia Industrial Association, an organization 
composed of the cotton mills of Georgia, about 100 of which belong 
to our asoociation, representing a capital of $30,000,000. Personally 
I wish to speak as a manufacturer deeply interested in the many prob- 
lems which spring from the question of Capital v. Labor and as one 
entirely friendly to labor's best interests. 

In a general way I wish to address you on the question from a 
climatic standpoint, and I will try to briefly show wherein the passage 
of this bill would be a great calamity to both the agricultural and 
industrial South. I may be pardoned in this connection if I state that, 
although a native of Massachusetts, a residence of over twenty years 
in the South has made me familiar with her social and industrial 
conditions. 

As I understand the bill, Mr. Chairman, it seeks to limit to an eighc- 
hour period the daily service of employees engaged upon Government 
contracts. Now, I wish to indulge in no exaggerations nor to create 
any bugbears, but it is the opinion of the members of our association, 
and of all thinking employers with whom I have talked, that once the 
Government puts the seal of its approval upon an eight-hour day for 
one class of work, the next step on the part of the labor agitators will 
be to ask for a national law, which will imperil the individual rights of 
every workman in the United States. 

Presuming this danger did not exist why pass the law at all i The 
average working day the country over is ten hours. f Take off two 
hours and we have a shorter day by 20 per cent, although the same 
wages will doubtless be wanted las for the longer day. Now, in all 
ordinary work material represents about one-half the cost and labor 
the other half, so we thus nave on Government work a direct increase 
of 10 per cent in the cost. Can members of Congress consistently 
pass a measure which will inevitably add 10 per cent to every bid put 
in for Government supplies, as against the same work if done by 

Erivate enterprise? Mr. Chairman, I understand that your committee 
as heard at length from many sections of the country in opposition 
to this bill, but I ask the attention of the committee to a few points I 
wish to make as to the effect of an eight-hour day for labor on the 
South, as we believe same will be urged if this bill becomes a law. 

What we need in the South is laws to make people work and not 
laws to make them idlers. The entire world looks to the South for 
the bulk of its cotton. Twelve million bales will be required to meet 
the demand this coming year, and tbte South is going to try to produce 
it. The greatest obstacle in tne way is the lack of labor. The average 
working day the year round with southern planters is twelve hours, 
and yet through the provisions of this bill, which is unquestionably 
the entering wedge for others, a subtropical climate is threatened witn 
an eight-hour day for laborers. One-half of the cotton crop is now 
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grown by white labor, and I know of no self -respecting owner of a f arm 
in the South who himself works, but who would feel ashamed if the 
rising sun did not find him between the plow handles, and if he quit 
work before it sank in the west, and yet on an eight-hour basis the man 
he employs would start to work about 8 a. m. and drop out about 4 p. m. 

One other phase of this question from a southern standpoint. 
Plantation work and cotton-mill work is largely piecework. Cotton 
is picked by the hundredweight and woven and paid for by the piece, 
and those who do that work are voluntarily anxious to get in as much 
work in one day as possible. To illustrate this question of piecework: 
In a cotton mill witn which I am familiar there are 800 looms. These 
looms are of the latest automatic design, and one weaver can operate 
20, as against 4 of the old style. These weavers are paid b} r the piece, 
and are ambitious to work even longer than the required day, that they 
may earn more. How does an eight-hour day help these weavers? It 
would prove a premium on laziness and a discount on thrift. Is the 
Government going to cut off the right of these weavers to work as 
long as they desire for the support of their wives and children? The 
far-reaching schemes of these irresponsible labor leaders should, Mr. 
Chairman, receive the closest scrutiny of your committee. 

Let this bill pass and it will mean eight hours for all labor; that 
secured, they will want seven, and in the end the God-ordained hewers 
of wood and drawers of water will hardly have time to split the wood 
or go to the well. The pampered plumber of Washington may want 
an eight-hour day, but the nungry cotton picker of the South does 
not. The former measures bis work by the sixty minutes, the latter 
by the hundred pounds. 

In my opinion, 75 per cent of the laborers of the South and West 
would vote against this measure if given an opportunity. If such 
extreme legislation is enacted, labor itself will rise in its might and 
dethrone its so-called leaders. 

When Georgia wants shorter working hours public sentiment will 
demand it and her legislature will enact a law to meet its requirements. 
Meanwhile the business men, manufacturers, and farmers of Georgia 
appeal to Congress to not jeopardize her industrial progress with any 
such legislation as the bill before your honorable committee. No one 
in the South wants a dwarfed labor day. No one in the South even 
talks about it, except the few scattered paid emissaries of the labor 
federation. Honest laborers do not want it for they know that good 
wages can only come when capital is profitably employed. They do 
not want to kill the goose that lays the golden egg. Thus the cotton 
manufacturers of Georgia wish to go on record as unalterably opposed 
to any national legislation touching the hours of labor in their State. 

We are not here to make war upon labor unions. We recognize 
the right of labor to organize, and under wise leadership good can 
come of the union. We do make war, however, and expect to oppose 
with all our energies mischievous and pernicious class legislation, 
originating with labor leaders, and aimecf at the well-being of legiti- 
mate industrial enterprise; and legislation which we believe at the 
same time is not for the best interests of those it is supposed to benefit. 
No section of our common country is now progressing as rapidly as 
the South. 

Capital is pouring in for the development of her vast natural 

E H 18 
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resources, and we want no disturbing legislation. Our conditions are 
entirely different from those of some of the older and more thickly 
settled States. We want laws to suit these conditions, and we ask our 
Representatives in Congress, and we ask this committee, to see to it 
that the precedent of an eight-hour labor day is not brought about 
through a favorable report upon this bill or its enactment into a law 
by Congress. 
"Mr. Caldwell. How many hours a week do your employees work? 

Mr. Gordon. Sixty-six. That is divided up so that they get a short 
day on Saturday. They work an average of eleven hours and twenty 
minutes a day, with the exception of Saturday, but that is made up by 
the twenty minutes being added at their request on the other aays* 
Sixty-six nours is the present working week in cotton mills. 

Mr. Maddox. Mr. Calloway, do you wish to address the committee ? 

Mr. Calloway. No, sir. 

Mr. Maddox. Mr. Hamilton, do you wish to address the committee? 

Mr. Hamilton. No, sir. 

Mr. Maddox. That seems to dispose of Georgia. 

The Chairman. If any other gentleman present wishes to be heard 
we will hear him. 

STATEMENT OF MS. J. H. BEEK, OF ST. PAXIL, MINN. 

Mr. Beek. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I desire to be heard 
briefly 

The Acting Chairman. Please state what interests you represent, 
Mr. Beek. 

Mr. Beek. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appear here representing the St. Paul Jobbers and Manufacturers' 
Association of the city of St. Paul, of which association I am secre- 
tary. The St. Paul Jobbers and Manufacturers' Association is an 
organization made up of the jobbing and manufacturing interests of 
the city of St. Paul, and they have for their purpose the furthering 
of the business interests of the city, primarily, and of the State of 
Minnesota and the entire Northwest generally. 

1 also appear as the representative of the Citizens' Association of the 
city of St. Paul, an organization made up of citizens generally — busi- 
ness men and professional men; in fact, all classes of citizens — which 
has for its object the discouraging of labor difficulties which interrupt 
the regular business of the city and incidentally cause large losses. I 
may say also that I represent indirectly the St. Paul Chamber of Com- 
merce, an organization made up of the business interests of the city. 
It is not a trading body, but is rather a body of business men wfio 
meet twice a month for the discussion of questions of public interest 
and the formulation of public opinion with reference thereto. I also 
represent indirectly the Commercial Club of the city of St. Paul, 
which is a semisocial and business organization, having a membership 
of between twelve and fifteen hundred. I am not authorized to repre- 
sent these last two bodies officially, but both bodies held meetings a 
couple of weeks ago and discussed this measure very thoroughly and 
adopted resolutions. I desire at this point to offer the resolutions of 
those two bodies and ask that they may be made a part of the record 
of this hearing. 
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The resolution as adopted by the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce 
reads as follows: 

Whereas a measure known as the "eight-hour law" is now being pressed for 
passage before Congress, the object of which is to compel contractors and subcon- 
tractors doing work for the Government to adopt an eight-hour day on all work 
done for the Government; and, 

Whereas such a measure is an attempt to regulate, arbitrarily, by legislative enact- 
ment, how manufacturers shall conduct their business, or workmen dispose of their 
labor and skill, without regard to commercial or trade conditions; and, 

Whereas such a law, notwithstanding the exceptions which exempt from its 
operations contracts for transportation by land or water, or for the transmission of 
intelligence, or for such materials or articles as may usually be bought in the open 
market, would compel all firms now doing any Government work, either to adopt 
an eight-hour day tor their entire plants or entirely abandon Government work — 
an eight-hour day on Government work and a nine or a nine-and-a-half-hour day on 
commercial work — in the same plant being impracticable and generally impossible; 
and, 

Whereas its passage would result not only in increasing the cost from 15 to 25 per 
cent to the Government on all contract work, but would prevent numerous concerns 
now doing Government work— equipped therefor at a large expense — from bidding 
or competing on future contracts, thus discriminating against a large number of reli- 
able and enterprising concerns; and 

Whereas the method of inflicting the penalty, while effective, is arbitrary and 
contrary to all well-established rules of justice in that no judicial ascertainment is 
provided for and no hearing of the alleged culprit is allowed until after he has been 
found guilty, but summarily and without due process of law the offender is deprived 
of his property for his own or for another's offense, as the case may be: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the passage of the 
bill now pending, entitled "An act limiting the hours of daily service of laborers and 
mechanics employed upon work done for the United States, or for any Territory, or 
for the District of Columbia, and for other purposes," known as the "eight-hour 
bill;" and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to our Senators and Repre- 
sentatives at Washington. 

The resolutions adopted by the Commercial Club of the city of St. 
Paul read as follows: 

RESOLUTIONS PARSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE COMMERCIAL CLUB OF ST. 
PAUL, MINN., AT A SPECIAL MEETING HELD MARCH 10, 1904. 

Whereas a measure known as "eight-hour bill," House bill No. 4064, is now 
pending in Congress; 

Resolved, That the Commercial Club of St. Paul hereby record its objections to 
Baid bill as follows: 

First, because, notwithstanding all the exceptions and exemptions made in said 
bill, it is an endeavor to provide by law how manufacturers, on the one hand, shall 
conduct their business, and, upon the other hand, how workingmen shall dispose of 
their labor. 

Second, because it discriminates between Government work and other work which 
is being done by the same contractors, and would compel such contractors to make 
eight hours the time for all their work, or abandon all Government work for which 
they were fitted to compete and which their shops might be well equipped to do. 

Third, because the effect of the bill, if passed, would be to increase the cost of all 
Government work and would deprive the Government of the advantage of receiving 
competing bids from firms, corporations, and contractors now thoroughly fitted to 
do Government work. 

Fourth. Because a strong reaction has lately taken place toward moderation and 
the lawful rational working out of plans to remedy many undisputed excesses and 
glaring abuses of unrestrained exactions of the labor unions. 

In our opinion the passage of this bill will be so misconstrued by labor circles as 
greatly to hinder and delay the solution in a peaceful and equitable manner of 
industrial differences, and will counteract the beneficent influences now at work to 
that end. 
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Fifth. The bill provides a penalty, the method of arriving at which is not only 
arbitrary, but contrary to the spirit of our institutions and to the ordinary and well- 
established means of justice. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to call attention particularly to what we 
believe will be the inevitable result of the passage of this bill, and I 
speak particularly with reference to our section of the country. The 
West, and particularly the Northwest, as compared with the eastern 
and older sections of the country, is not a manufacturing center. 
Nevertheless we are building up more or less manufacturing through- 
out our section, and in the city of St. Paul we have concerns that are 
doing some Government contract work. There appeared before this 
committee a few days ago a gentleman who accompanied me to Wash- 
ington who is a practical manufacturer engaged to a certain extent in 
Government work. I refer to Mr. Crosby, of the American Hoist and 
Derrick Company. 

They began manufacturing in St. Paul in a small *way about twenty 
years ago, and they have built up a large and prosperous business, 
employing, as I think he stated before this committee, about 500 
workmen. About ten years ago they began doing some work for the 
Government. If my recollection serves me correctly the first work 
they did for the Government was the building of a crane for the Mare 
Island Navy-Yard, San Francisco, which they completed and installed, 
I think, at a cost of about $75,000. They have built since that time 
cranes for three other navy-yards, as I recall it, Philadelphia and Bos- 
ton being two of them, and I think one is in progress oi construction 
now for some other point. 

They have built in addition to that a large number of what are called 
gun carriages. I am not entirely familiar with what these gun car- 
riages are, because 1 am not a practical manufacturer, but as I under- 
stand it they are large carriages or devices which are used in coast- 
defense work, and I think on battle ships. In any event, they require 
the making of very large castings weigning from perhaps twenty-five 
to forty tons. In addition to that, they have done some other minor 
work for the Government. His statement was that in ten years they 
have brought into the city of St. Paul and disbursed, largely in wages 
to employees, about $1,000,000. 

We of the city of St. Paul are interested in seeing institutions of 
that kind continue. We are interested in seeing them continue to do 
Government work. We believe the Government should be interested 
in having concerns of that kind established in various sections of the 
country, not because it results in greater competition for Government 
work, but because it insures a large number of plants which are 
equipped and prepared to do Government work in the event of an 
emergency. It is convenient, also, to have it done in different sec- 
tions of the country, because it facilitates the delivery, and that is 
sometimes desirable. 

It is Mr. Crosby's statement that it would be practically impossible 
for him to continue to do Government work, bound by the provisions 
of this bill, should it become a law, and at the same time continue in 
commercial work, because it would result in working one section of 
his men eight hours per day on Government work and another section 
of his men nine or nine and a half hours per day on commercial work, 
which is impracticable if not impossible, because it will result inevita- 
bly in dissatisfaction and disturbance among the men that will lead to 
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grievances resulting in strikes and general dissatisfaction, and the 
demoralization of the working force. 

The option is to either abandon Government work or go entirely on 
the eight-hour day, covering all classes of work. I ask you, gentle- 
men, as practical business men, whether a person engaged in commer- 
cial work can compete with other concerns doing the same kind of 
work and work an eight-hou? day, while other concerns, who are not 
hampered by the provisions of this law, work nine or nine and a half 
hours a day on commercial work. The difference, you will readily 
see, would represent a very handsome profit, and would be a handicap 
that no manufacturer could stand. So the option to be exercised 
probably would be tp abandon entirely Government work. 

That, we believe, would be a disadvantage not only to the Govern- 
ment of the United States, but it would be a decided disadvantage to 
our community, and to the employees of the particular concern, 
because if the concern does not get work to do. it requires no argu- 
ment to show that there will not be wages paid In other words, if 
the plant can be kept crowded with work it will result in steady em- 
ployment for the largest number of men that can be worked in the 
plant, whereas, if the work can not be had, it results in a reduction of 
the force and a decrease in the monthly or weekly wage. 

But, assuming that they continue to do Government work, and 
assuming that they abandon entirely all commercial work, let me call 
your attention to some of the difficulties that interpose themselves in 
attempting to work under the provisions of this law. I suppose it 
will be conceded that all classes of Government work drag more or 
less. That is inevitable. It is not any particular criticism to say that 
there is a certain amount of what is called, in slang phrase, "red 
tape," to be observed. But the Government is carrying on colossal 
operations, and it is obliged to superintend its work, and Depart- 
ment heads are obliged to pass upon specifications or approve draw- 
ings, and changes in specifications are occasionally made. 

All these things have to be passed on by the Department heads gen- 
erally in Washington. These things necessarily cause delay, and I 
have the statement of several manufacturers who have been engaged 
in Government work that it is their experience that inevitably, try as 
they may and do as they will, the time in which they have contracted 
to complete the work draws near and the work is not completed, and 
it becomes apparent that it is going to become difficult to complete the 
work on time and avoid the penalty clause which all the Government 
contracts carry. Under such circumstances what is a manufacturer 

S)ing to do? He is going to do exactly what they have been doing, 
e is going to ask his men to work overtime and" to work of a holi- 
day and, if necessary, to work of a Sunday, in order to complete that 
work — work for which they are paid. It is their experience that the 
men are always willing to do that, realizing the emergency that faces 
the manufacturer, in whom they are interested. 

Under the eight-hour law, no matter how much delay is caused, or 
by whom it is caused, or how it is caused, the manufacturer is faced 
with this dilemma: That he must either be late in the completion of 
his work and stand the penalty which the Government contract pr< 
vides, and which is always enforced, or violate the provisions of t> 
law and take the punishment which this law provides on the other ei 
He has got to elect to take one or the other horn of fV ~ A J11 -~nr 
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whether he wishes to or not. Whether the delay is caused by the 
Govern Qient or not makes very little difference. 

Manufacturers located anywhere are obliged to depend upon raw 
material from some section, and the delivery of raw materials is very 
often uncertain. As one connected with a manufacturing business for 
two years, I will say that it was not an unusual experience for us, in 
our line of business, to have carloads of raw material contracted for 
delivery on September 1 reach us in the middle of October. There 
was a time a couple of years ago when that was the universal experi- 
ence, and raw materials of all kinds were proverbially late. It is all 
right to say that the manufacturer ought to look out for that, but it 
is impossible. The manufacturer can not look out for it. Sometimes 
disastrous strikes intervene in some sections of the country which tie 
up manufacture or tie up the production of raw material, and the whole 
country is affected by it. 

Sometimes it happens that railroad transportation becomes con- 
gested and it is difficult to move freight. That is very frequently the 
cause of delay. Or it may be that high water has intervened in some 
section of the country, and transportation is temporarily suspended, 
as in the case of Kansas City and St. Louis, last May and June. There 
are so many things that intervene which can not be regulated by law, 
but which nature regulates, that the manufacturer, in order to con- 
duct his business successfully, must be given some leeway to deal with 
the particular emergency, as it arises. 

So my contention and the contention of the people whom I represent 
is that any hard and fast legal regulation of the hours of labor will 
work such a hardship upon the manufacturing interests of the country 
generally as to very materially affect commercial and industrial prog- 
ress. We do not believe that the time has come for that condition. 

Let me suppose another case before I leave that branch of the sub- 
ject. Suppose a manufacturer, such as the one I have referred to — 
manufacturing, for instance, gun carriages — starts out to make large 
castings. They have started as early in the day as they can and some 
of the numerous difficulties which interpose themselves occur and the 
work is delayed from time to time. 'The manufacturer finds himself 
at the expiration of the eight-hour day in the midst of work which he 
can not possibly leave. 1 or instance, he has his cupola full of molten 
metal wnich must be poured. What is he going to do? He can not 
leave it there. He must pour it. In other words, he has to take the 
chance of violating the provisions of this law. 

I am not overlooking the fact that in this bill there is a provision 
which provides for emergencies, but the difficulty with that is. who 
is going to determine that emergency? What provision is made for 
the determination of that question? Whose say-so is going to settle 
the question whether it is an emergency or not? You can not consult 
with the authorities in Washington. It may be that a Government 
inspector is on the job, and he may be willing to concede that it is an 
emergency, and he may be willing to go on record as saying that while 
the manufacturer has violated the provisions of this law, nevertheless 
it was done in the case of an emergency, and his recommendation is 
that the penalty be waived under the provisions of the act. 

I heard a gentleman, Mr. Downey, of New York, a practical Gov- 
ernment manufacturer, state before the Committee on Education and 
Labor oJ the Senate, at the other end of the hall only a few days ago, 



SIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 279 

that they had an exact experience of that kind in this way: A contract 
which they had was delayed; it was was not completed on time. 
There was a penalty clause, as is usual, in the contract, and they were 
behind, and about $5,000 of penalty accrued on them. The Govern- 
ment inspector inspecting that work was familar with all the circum- 
stances, and he made a recommendation to the head of the Department 
(and my recollection is that it was the Treasury Department), that the 
penalty be waived in view of the peculiar circumstances surrounding 
that particular case. The head of the Department said to Mr. 
Downey: " We have this recommendation of our inspector here, and 
we have no doubt that this is a case where the penalty should be 
waived; but this is a matter that we can not determine. In order to 
make the Government safe we will have to inflict the penalty and then 
you can take your appeal." Look at the hardship, gentlemen, that 
that imposes upon him. In that particular case he has not received 
his money yet. 

The great difficulty is that in working for the Government you are 
working for a colossal employer, which conducts its operations by 
means of agents, and it is difficult to fix authority. In other words, 
while &11 those you come in contact with may be entirely satisfied as to 
the conditions, and were it left to their personal decision there would 
be absolutely no question as to what would be done and no room for 
dispute, and it would be adjusted instantly, as such things arc adjusted 
in ordinary commercial life, yet here is the Government, and it all has 
to be referred to it and go tnrough this detail, with all kinds of delays. 
You gentlemen know all about that a great deal better than I do. 

So I come back to this one point, that the passage of this bill imposes 
or hang's over the manufacturer such hardships, or such threatened 
hardships, that in the large majority of cases trie comparatively small 
manufacturer, to whom the Government work is perhaps the smallest 
percentage of his business, will siniplj 7 go out or it entirely and no 
longer compete for it. If that is the effect and the only effect of the 
billT contend that it should be enough to defeat it. But there is another 
phase of the question, and that is the effect that it would have upon 
manufacturing throughout the country generally. 

I suppose it will be admitted here that the industrial conditions of 
the country, while fairly satisfactory now, are not as good as they were 
a year or eighteen months ago. Anything that is done that will tend 
to decrease confidence will onlv still further emphasize that condition, 
and with the falling off of industrial progress, with the cessation of 
manufacturing, even in a small degree, goes the reduction of force 
and the reduction of wages. 

Now, I speak from the standpoint of the wage-earner himself, and 
I ask the question: Is it to his interest to do anything that will bring 
about that condition. I am entirely of the opinion, and I believe the 
majority of the fair-minded men throughout the country are of the 
opinion, that a shorter workday is coming. I believe, in the abstract, 
in an eight-hour workday, ana I expect to live to see a general eight- 
hour workday; but when it comes I believe it must come as the result 
of growth and development and evolution, if you please, and a change 
in economic conditions. That force is already at work. I think it was 
demonstrated before this committee. 

I am not as familiar with hearings before this committee as I am 
with the hearings before the Senate committee, but, looking^at that 
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record, I see it was stated by Mr. O'Connell, and the whole effect of 
some 240 pages of that hearing was to prove one fact, and that is that 
for twenty or twenty-five or thirty or more years the tendency all over 
the country has been toward improved conditions for wage-earners — 
better wages and a shorter day, particularly a shorter day. That is 
the point of that argument, and I think that can be conceded. That 
has been the tendency, and in forty years there has been a vast improve- 
ment in reference to the hours of labor. I can not go into that. I 
will just state it as a fact, and I think it will be accepted. If that is 
true can not we safely leave it to the same process to complete the 
work that has already been so well begun? 

If conditions throughout the country w r ere such that the working- 
men, the wage-earners, were being oppressed; if their hours were 
excessively long; if the conditions under which they work were 
excessively hard, so that their health or their moral well-being was in 
jeopardy, then I should say that under the police powerof tne Gov- 
ernment legislation of this kind should be enacted, but it will not be 
contended that in this country, in any branch of labor with which I 
am familiar, those conditions prevail. The fact is that in no part of 
the world and at no time in the world's history has the laboring man, 
the wage-earner of every name and class, been so well off as to-day. 
I believe that statement is absolutely correct and will be verified upon 
an investigation. If that is true this work that is already so well 
begun, this tendency toward a shorter workday and a better wage, 
will work itself out, and in a way that will not result in injury to the 
country as a whole or to any particular line of work, whettier it be 
that of Government contractors or of those engaged in commercial 
life. 

I think it was Professor Gunton, of Boston, who stated that this 
law was calculated to bring about an eight-hour workday in a way 
that would produce the largest amount of friction. 

I am inclined to think that is a correct statement, that it would 
result in friction and the upsetting of manufacturing in a way that 
would work great injury. 

Now, gentlemen, I think there is not anything 

Mr. Bartholdt. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. Beek. Certainly. 

Mr. Bartholdt. You say that in the United States labor is better 
paid than in other countries. What cause do you ascribe that to? 

Mr. Beek. What cause? 

Mr. Bartholdt. Yes. 

Mr. Beek. Why, I ascribe it, sir, to the general condition of our 
country as compared with other countries. 

We have a new countrv. We have undeveloped resources, perhaps 
as yet undreamed of. We have within us as an American people a 
restless energy and an inventive genius that has pushed onward and 
has made greater progress in the comparatively few years of our 
national life than that of any other country. Why, if we look about 
us, there is scarcely any great utility that is a blessing to mankind that 
can not be ascribed to American enterprise or American genius. On 
that phase of the subject it seems to me that we have a history behind 
us that ought to make every man and every workman proud of his 
country and proud of the opportunity which he has. I have no sym- 
pathy with the doctrine, " Once a wage-earner, always a wage-earner. " 
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Gentlemen, in our section of the country there is scarcely a man that 
has risen above the average of his fellows who did not come up through 
overalls. Ten years ago I made the acquaintance in our country of a 
young man just out of college, without capital, but with push and 
energy, who engaged in a small way in a manufacturing business. He 
was then a workman. To-day he is at the head of his institution, which 
is a fairly prosperous institution with a big future. He is younger in 
years than I am. Can you say, "Once a wage-earner, always a wage- 
earner?" You may say those are isolated cases, but 1 think they are 
not isolated cases. 

I believe every gentleman in this room has in his mind at this time 
cases of just that kind. In this country to-day it is within the range 
of every workingman to have a home and to have the luxuries. When 
I say "luxuries," I mean the things we called luxuries but a few years 
ago. I go into the homes of workmen in our section of the country 
and I find their houses are about as well furnished as my own. How- 
ever, I am a workingman. I mean by that that I work about as hard 
as anybody. Perhaps as I do not work on a salary I would not be 
allowed to class myself in that way, but I insist that I am a workman. 
If you investigate the manner in which they^ live, you will find that 
they have the fruitsand the vegetables; and most of the luxuries that we 
have are to-day within the reach of the average workman. 1 do not 
know that I have answered your question, sir. 

Mr. Bartholdt. Well, it will do. 

Mr. Beek. It is the answer that suits me. 

Mr. Caldwell. Did I understand you say that you also represent 
the jobbers of Minneapolis and St. Paul? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir: of St. Paul. 

Mr. Caldwell. Will you be kind enough to explain to the commit- 
tee how the bill that is now before this committee for consideration 
affects the jobbers of those cities? 

Mr. Beek. Only in this way. It only affects them so far as they 
are concerned as jobbers. The bill has no direct effect, but it has an 
indirect effect, as it affects the community as a whole. Our associa- 
tion is made up of jobbers and manufacturers, and is known as the St. 
Paul Jobbers and Manufacturers' Association. As I stated at the out- 
set it is an organization of business men having for its purpose the 
promotion and ouilding up of the commercial interests of that section 
of the country. It must be remembered that we live in an agricul- 
tural section, sir. The ^reat West is all agricultural, and manufactur- 
ing as yet is a comparatively small feature. 

Mr. Caldwell. Then if this bill affects the jobber it is only indi- 
rectly. 

Mr. Beek. I think that is true— as it affects the entire community. 
But I might say further that it was stated and has been stated, if not 
before this committee, certainly before the other committee, and it 
appears of record on page 41 of Senate Document 141, that this bill is 
intended to be merely the beginning of what they hope to make cover 
labor in all lines. They wish to make a universal eignt-hour day. If 
in the discussion of this bill we are permitted to discuss that phase of 
the subject, which it is stated is to be its ultimate effect, then I think 
they have more than an indirect interest in it. I was not going to 
touch that phase. 

Mr. Maddox. You are not laboring under the impression that the 
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United States Government can make laws for the States, to regulate 
their hours? 

Mr. Beek. Not at all; but I do think they can impose such condi- 
tions with reference to certain classes of work that it will bring about 
either a universal eight-hour day, or, as is feared, at least by some, 
such a conflict between the employer and the employee, or, if you 
choose, between labor and capital, as this country has never seen. I 
was not going to discuss particularly that phase of it. 

Mr. Hughes. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Beek. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there any such conflict in the State of Kansas now 
that you know of? 

Mr. Beek. If a great many of the newspaper reports we see are 
correct, they have been having pretty serious labor difficulties there. 
1 do not know that I understand your question exactly. 

Mr. Hughes. There is an eight-hour law there 

Mr. Beek. I am not familiar with the eight-hour law there. I am 
reasonably familiar with the decision. I was not attempting to discuss 
that. There is an eight-hour law applying in a limitea way to State 
work in several States. 

Mr. Hughes. Which is precisely the same as this, I understand. 

Mr. Beek. I hardly thinTk that is a correct statement, because it does 
not go, at least in our section, to the subcontractor. You apply this 
law not only to the Governmentc ontractor, but to the subcontractor 
and all the way down through; and that raises another question. 

'Mr. Goebel. You mean upon Government contracts? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir; upon Government contracts. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 think that most State laws have a provision as to 
the subcontractor. 

Mr. Beek. 1 am not well enough informed to discuss the matter of 
State laws. 

On that phase of the question have you gentlemen thought of the 
effect of this law on the contractor in his relation to the subcontractor? 
When a Government contractor takes a contract this law becomes a 
part of his contract, but it does not become a part of the contract of 
the subcontractor. The subcontractor and the contractor, as individu- 
als, must make their own contracts, because the subcontractor bears 
no relation to the Government itself; but the contractor, in order to 
protect himself, must necessarily incorporate in his contract with the 
subcontractor a provision such as the law incorporates in his contract. 
Suppose the subcontractor violates the terms of the law. 

The contractor himself is not in any way cognizant of that, but he 
has got to suffer for the default of the subcontractor, and his money 
is held up or the penalty enforced; and between the subcontractor and 
the contractor arises an issue of fact as to whether he did or did not 
violate the terms of that law. Suppose they are living in the same 
State and have recourse to State courts on that question, and that a 
square dispute or issue of fact is raised, to be tried by a jury of twelve 
men. Suppose the subcontractor is successful in his contest. The 
contractor nimself has been found guilty by the Government on the 
recommendation of the inspector and he has been already punished by 
having his money held up, and on an issue of fact it has gone against 
him in a court of law. 

It does seem to me that there are so many difficulties in the way of 
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the absolute enforcement of a hard and fast law, such as this is, that 
it behooves business men to move with great caution in reference to it, 
and 1 say that I believe such caution is as much to the interest of the 
wage-earners of the country as it is to the employers' interests of the 
country. 

There is another provision, and that provision was dwelt upon by 
the former speaker. That is, What are vou going to do with the men 
who are working on piecework? I think the majority of the sober, 
industrious workmen are very glad to avail themselves of overtime — 
at least that has been my observation and my experience — because it 
enables them to earn money over and above their salaries for the sup- 
port of their families, and it is only in rare instances that overtime 
becomes burdensome. 

But if a man is working for a concern doing a Government contract 
under this bill he is absolutely deprived of all overtime, so that he is 
not allowed to take advantage of the prosperity which comes in times 
when there is a large amount of manufacturing for the Government 
to be done. It seems to me that is imposing an absolute hardship on 
men who actually want to work, and who want to take advantage of 
every condition to better themselves and their families. Yet this law 
steps in and says to industrious and law-abiding American citizens that 
they shall not earn up to their full capacity; that they shall earn simply 
what the Government allows them to earn in eight hours and nothing 
more. 1 submit that is not a desirable condition for those men. 

Mr. Caldwell. Will you allow me to ask you, before you take your 
seat, If this bill provided for a universal eight-hour day instead of an 
eight-hour day applicable alone to Government work, would it be more 
or less disadvantageous to the people you represent? 

Mr. Beek. When you put it in that way you get into an entirely 
different field 

Mr. Caldwell. I ask that question because it has come up in the 
remarks of several gentlemen who have spoken. 

Mr. Beek. It seems to me that this would be true: The result would 
be that we could not compete in foreign markets, and we would lose 
the foreign market immediately. Consequently we would have a 
smaller demand and there would be less manufacturing. The general 
result on the market would be most disastrous. I do not think the 
American manufacturer has such a hold upon the foreign market of 
the world that he can afford to carry a handicap such as that would be 
and still maintain his business. I do not think it would be possible. 
That is a matter that is to be determined by statistics, by investiga- 
tion 

Mr. Hughes. Are foreign markets necessary to the manufacturers 
of America now, do you think? 

Mr. Beek. I most certainly think they are desirable, whether they 
are necessary or not. I think if we could supply goods for the entire 
world the prosperity of this country would be something phenomenal. 

Mr. Hughes. It would be from the manufacturers' standpoint. 

Mr. Beek. From the standpoint of every man, woman, and child, 
sir; if you please. 

Mr. Hughes. Wait until we see about that. In order to successfully 
compete in the markets of the world for the commerce of the world, 
you would have to meet the labor conditions of the world. 

Mr. Beek. 1 do not concede that. I believe the American working- 
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man under the better conditions, the better wa^es and hours, and 
because of his superior workmanship and enterprise and the superior 
facilities he has to work with, and all those things that enter into and 
make American goods desirable, will not have to come down to the 
level of the European workman, wherever he may be, in order to 
compete. I do not think that is true. I would not concede that. 

Mr. Caldwell. Are you and those whom you represent opposed to 
a statutory work day of any number of hours, whether it be applicable 
to Government work or to universal work? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir; in principle we are, unless it be with this quali- 
fication 

Mr. Caldwell. I want to get your idea as to the legislation. 

Mr. Beek. Yes; qualified only in this way: That if the hours were 
oppressive we should say that they should be regulated; if men are 
working fifteen and eighteen, or thirteen or fourteen or even twelve 
hours. But I believe it should be left elastic so that a man can work 
nine hours a day, and I think in our section of the country now that is 
the average day, generally speaking. I think it should be left elastic 
so that if emergency requires we can work ten or even eleven hours if 
the men are willing to work; and it should be left so that a contract 
can be made between the manufacturers and the man he deals with. 

Mr. Caldwell. But you are opposed to an inelastic bill? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Schultei8. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Schultets. You stated a while ago that you represented the 
jobbers and that they were affected only indirectly by this bill. ' You 
did not state whether thev would be beneficially affected or otherwise. 
In other words, do you think that putting on three shifts of men at 
eight hours each, and employing one set of additional men thereby, 
would affect the jobbers more than to have two shifts of men at twelve 
hours each % 

Mr. Beek. You are now raising a question which 

Mr. Schultei8. Which ought to be answered. 

Mr. Beek. Which is impossible, in our section of the country, at 
least. Suppose you have work that requires overtime and you can not 
get men or the requisite skill to work two shifts. What are you going 
to do? Take Mr. Crosby, of the American Hoist and Derrick Com- 
pany, with Government contracts which cover a period of five or six 
months. It is his experience that he can not get the men at any time he 
wishes for temporary work. If you can feed their families when they 
are not working, or if you can work two or three shifts continuously 
and keep your organization together and in good condition, then 1 
concede that the more wages you distribute in a community the more 
benefit there would be; but it is not possible to conduct business in 
that way. 

Mr. Caldwell. This bill refers to public work. 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caldwell. For instance, the Homestead Works do a great deal 
of work on armor plates. Their representative here stated that they 
worked two shifts of men eleven hours a day, and in fact covered prac- 
tically twenty-four hours with two shifts. As regards the people 
whom you represent, the jobbers, is it to their interest to have three 
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shifts of men, at eight hours each, receiving proper wages, or is it 
against their interests? 

Mr. Beek. Well, with reference to that, you are applying this 

Mr. Caldwell. I mean on Government work as this bill specifies. 

Mr. Beek. You are applying that to the Homestead Works and to 
a few comparatively large concerns. 1 speak for the smaller concerns, 
of which there are a large number throughout the countrj T , and with 
whom the Government work is a comparatively small percentage of 
the entire output. With reference to the Homestead Works having 
large armor-plate contracts, and the number of men they work and 
the number of shifts they use, that is something I can not discuss, 
because I am not familiar with it. I am discussing this matter from 
the standpoint of our section of countrj% as 1 said in the beginning 
of my remarks. In that way I am speaking for the smaller manufac- 
turing concerns of which there are a large number throughout the 
country, which, as a rule, work but one shift of men. There are, how- 
ever, a few concerns in our section of the country that have two shifts 
of men; but, speaking offhand, I do not know of a single one. 

Mr. Caldwell. You spoke a while ago of employing the men over- 
time. Would it not be better to employ two shifts rather than to work 
one shift overtime? 

Mr. Beek. I do not think so. 

Mr. Caldwell. So far as your jobbers are concerned, would it not 
be to the general welfare to give employment to more people, and 
have them work eight hours, than to work them longer hours and only 
have one shift? 

Mr. Beek. My answer to that is that you are dealing with a condi- 
tion that is impracticable. For instance, you have a lot of men that 
are skilled in doing a particular line of work. They know all about 
that line of work. That is the work that you want done. Those men 
have been with you for years, and you have kept that organization 
together. 

You can work those men overtime an hour and a half or an hour a 
day, covering a period of a few weeks, and they are benefited. It 
serves the manufacturer's purpose and helps him out of a dilemma 
also. But what are you going to do with a double shift? You have 
not enough work for a double shift. The machinery can only do so 
much work. The plant can only work so fast. In addition to that, 
you can not get men so that you can work one shift, say, eight hours 
a dav and another shift perhaps an hour a day. If you could get 
another shift and work them for a week, you might accomplish a 
great deal; but you could not put men on and work them for a week 
and then discharge them and pick them up again when you needed 
them. 

There is no manufacturer in the country who has not had this expe- 
rience — that during times of depression, in order to keep his organiza- 
tion intact and to keep his men together, he would accept work and 
run his plant at practically no profit. That is the universal experience, 
whether you concede it or not. It is not an easy matter for a manu- 
facturer to pick up and reorganize his force when it once becomes 
demoralized. So the manufacturers like to keep their organization 
together from month to month and vear to vear. 

Mr. Caldwell. Putting it broadly, woufd it be to the interest of 
your jobbers to have more men employed than are at present employed ? 
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Mr. Beek. Yes, sir, it would; but our contention is that instead of 
having more men employed we would have less men employed. That 
is our contention. 

Mr. Caldwell. You mean with longer hours? 

Mr. Beek. No, sir; that is the effect that it would have on the manu- 
facturing interests as a whole because of the tendency it would have 
to lessen manufacture. 

Mr. Hearst. Do vou think the tendency is toward shorter hours? 

Mr. Beek. I think so; yes. I think that is amply demonstrated. 

Mr. Hearst. You think it has been demonstrated? 

Mr. Beek. 1 think it has been demonstrated. 

Mr. Hearst. And eventually we will arrive at an eight-hour day? 

Mr. Beek. I think so. 

Mr. Hearst. But is not that tendency toward the eight-hour day 
brought about by more or less continual conflict between tne employer 
and the employee and by strikes and other undersirable conditions, and 
would not intelligent legislation — I am not maintaining that this bill 
is absolutely correct — toward that end be better than strikes and indus- 
trial disorder? 

Mr. Beek. I think that much good has resulted from organization. 
I am not prepared to concede, however, that the tendency toward a 
shorter day is all the result of organization. I believe it is the result 
of progress, and whether or not tnat progress can be helped by what 
you term intelligent legislation — and I do not mean by that that I am 
reflecting on this any more than you are — is a very large question. It 
is a question of economics. If you wish my personal opinion, I do 
not believe it can. I believe it can more safely be left with the 
progress the public is already making. I intended to answer your 
question. Perhaps 1 have not. 

Mr. Hearst. Yes, in a general way you have. 

Mr. Hughes. May I ask you one question ? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. A moment ago you paid a very high tribute to the 
American mechanic. Are you one of those who believe that under 
present conditions of hours and wages the American mechanic is in a 
position to compete with the mechanic of any part of the world? 

Mr. Beek. Well, now to answer that question j'ou would have to go 
into an investigation of different lines of manufactures and where we 
are selling. 

Mr. Hughes. I mean where you are reaching out for the commerce 
of the world. 

Mr. Beek. On some lines of our export, I think we are, but there 
are certain lines I think we are not. There are certain particular 
lines of manufacture in which 1 think we are not, because those par- 
ticular lines of manufacture have not been developed. There are some 
goods that other countries manufacture largely which we as yet have 
not; but as regards other goods which we manufacture and export, we 
are competing, as I take it, with the other nations of the world. 

Mr. Hughes. The developed manufactures of this country are com- 
peting with the manufactures of the world; is that it? 

Mr. Beek. Perhaps it is too broad to say with the world, but cer- 
tainly with some of the foreign countries. I am not familiar enough 
with our exports to say with what particular countries the jobbers are 
interested. 
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Mr. Hughes. But there is a market which might, I suppose, be 
called the world's market — that is, a market where little or no manu- 
facturing is carried on, and where all the nations try for the trade? 

Mr. Beek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. Do we, under present conditions, get our fair share 
of that market, do you think? 

Mr. Beek. I think in some lines we certainly do. That would be 
my understanding. But that, as I say, requires a study of export figures 
that I have not made. 

Mr. Hughes. You do not think it is necessary, then, to increase the 
force or reduce the hours of the laboring men of this country in order 
to conauer the world's market? 

Mr. Beek. I think we are doing pretty well with reference to com- 

Eeting for export trade under the present conditions. I think we 
ave steadily grown year by year and that we are doing pretty well 
in that direction. 

That is all. I thank you for your attention and consideration. 

The Acting Chairman. How long does the committee wish to sit? 
The post-office bill I suppose goes on. 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; right away. 

Mr. Conner. They propose to take that matter up right away. 

Mr. Caldwell. 1 am advised that Mr. Mayer, of Chicago, is here 
now, and he could possibly appear before the committee. 

Mr. Conner. I had a letter from Chicago saying that he could be 
here on the 23d. 

Mr. Caldwell. He is in the city. 

The Acting Chairman. He will be here to-morrow, I suppose. 

Mr. Caldwell. Those in favor of the bill are to be heard to-mor- 
row, I believe, and we gave him to understand that in the absence of 
a quorum, if he would come in, he could have a hearing. Several of 
the members desire to hear him. 

Mr. Beek. I met Mr. Mayer at the hotel this morning. He is a 
stranger to me, but I understood that he expected to be heard to-day, 
and that he was going away this evening. I understand he was a lit- 
tle while ago before the Judiciary Committee. 1 think he could be sent 
for, and he is probably free now. 

Mr. Conner. Suppose we adjourn until the afternoon. 

The Acting Chairman. I think it is very doubtful about the mem- 
bers getting here. They are all interested in this other matter. 

Mr. Conner. If he is here I would like to hear him. 

The Acting Chairman. We can take a recess until some certain 
hour, and those of us who can arrange to be here can be present. I 
can not be here. What time do you suggest for a meeting this 
afternoon ? 

Mr. Conner. 2.30 o'clock or 3 o'clock. 

Mr. Hughes. Can we take up that other bill that I referred to at 
the last session first, and go into executive session? 

The Acting Chairman. I suppose that we can take up any business 
that is before us. 

Mr. Hughes. I gave notice of it at the last hearing. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Connor, you suggest 2 o'clock as the 
time to which we shall take a recess if 

Mr. Conner. 2.30 o'clock. 
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The Acting Chairman. Without objection, the committee will take 
a recess until 2.30 o'clock when we adjourn. 

Mr. Goebel. Let the clerk inform Mr. Mayer to be here. 

The Acting Chairman. The committee now desire to go into execu- 
tive session, after which we will adjourn. 

The committee thereupon went into executive session, after which a 
recess was taken until 2.30 o'clock p. m. 

The committee reassembled at tne expiration of the recess, Hon. 
J. P. Conner in the chair. 



STATEMENT OF ME. P. E. JONES, OF AURORA, ILL. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Jones, we will hear you now. You may 
state first whom you represent. 

Mr. Jones. I will say that my name is F. R. Jones, of Aurora, 111. 
My business is that of well digger, and manufacturer of well-sinking 
and pumping appliances. My company is a contractor with the Gov- 
ernment andsells machinery to the Government. I also represent the 
Citizens' Alliance of Aurora, which is an institution composed of mer- 
chants, professional men, laborers, mechanics, and manufacturers of 
the city. 

I also represent the Fox River Valley Manufacturers' Association, 
composed of about thirty -eight or forty of the largest institutions up and 
down the Fox River. I was notified to come here and enter their pro- 
test against this bill, and in doing so I will say that 1 have attended 
all the meetings, I think, of both the Citizens' Alliance and the Fox 
River Manufacturers' Association since they were organized, and 
neither association, as such, has anj fight against any laboring man. 
They have no fight against any union as long as they conduct them- 
selves along legal lines and confine themselves to the same laws that 
they expect us to confine ourselves to. 

Personally I have nothing against any union man. I will work in 
the ditch with any union man, or in the dirt, or anywhere, as long as 
he respects my rights; and when he does not respect my rights 1 will 
go into the shop, lust as I did two years ago for ten weeks, and run a 
lathe myself to help maintain our position as a free people. 

I have a few reasons why we believe the bill ought not to be passed, 
and ought not to be recommended for passage. Tne manufacturers in 
the valley, or several of them, furnish goods for the Government, but 
the amount thev furnish is perhaps a small percentage of their output. 
To illustrate that 1 will take our own individual case as throwing 
light on the case of the others. We do a considerable business and 
employ about 175 men on an average, sometimes more and sometimes 
less. A small percentage of our goods is sold to the Government. 
We manufacture well-sinking machinery, pumping machinery, air 
compressors, and we also contract for wells and the putting in of pumping 
plants for the Government. The percentage of these goods which we 
sell to the Government is so small that we can not make them singly on 
an eight-hour basis in connection with our other goods. It simply 
means that if the law goes through we will have to cut out the Gov- 
ernment business, whatever percentage of that business we do. It is 
impossible to do it on that basis. 

The Acting Chairman. What percentage of the goods you manu- 
facture are manufactured for the Government? 
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Mr. Jones. It varies with differently ears. I presume it is possibly 
10 per cent, more or less, varying with the years and conditions. 

The reason I say that we shall nave to cut out Government business 
is this: Two years ago the union commenced on us. We were the first 
institution in the Fox River Valley to be affected. Our men struck. 
The first I knew of it was that I went into the shop, out of the office, 
and I saw two of the men sitting on the bench. I said to the foreman: 
"John, what is the matter with the men? Are they getting tired?" 
He is a slow-talking man, and he says: "No; I guess tnere is a little 
strike on." He says: "The* committee is out talking with the super- 
intendent." Now, gentlemen, they demanded that we should change 
the entire character of our business, give them 10 per cent advance m 
their wages, cut to nine hours, employ none but union men, and they 
even went to the point of asking that we discharge our own stock- 
bowel's. 

I told them we could not think that fast; we should have to think 
about it a while. Next morning the office force, from the president 
down, went into the shop and went to work, and stayed there. The 
organizer, a man by the name of Arthur Creland, came out and he 
started in. We had nothing to do with him. He went up and down 
the valley, up to Batavia, and through all the factories, and he orga- 
nized all of them. The settlement we finally made at our place was 
this: After one of the committeemen had investigated this man he 
told him that he had letters in his pocket, and he said, "If you do not 
want them published before to-morrow night in Aurora you stop your 
nosing into this well-works business. If you continue it any further 
you will have it made public." Then and then only was it possible for 
the well works to settle with its own men, and then we did settle; and 
we treated them white and they treated us white, so far as the circum- 
stances would permit. We agreed to adopt a nine-hour day on the 
1st day of January, 1903, and we tried it. They wanted us to try it. 

We told them we would try it, and try it honestly, too. % We main- 
tained an open shop and hired whom we pleased, with no discrimination 
against a union man. We went to work and we worked faithfully 
until last October, in order to produce results by which the business 
could be run on that basis for the good of all concerned. There is not 
a man in the company, from the president down, who would not just 
as soon work nine hours a day, if it were practicable, as to work ten 
hours a day. At the end of that time we found it impossible to do so, 
and we went back to the ten-hour day, and we are now working ten 
hours a day, and we propose to do so so long as the business of the 
country is done on a ten-hour basis. 

In connection with this I might also add that a year previous to this 
strike they had organized a union. Fourteen of the men joined the 
union. They induced others to join, and that was all right. We 
never asked a man whether he was a union man, and probably never 
shall, when he wants employment. They eot some or them in, as I 
say, by advice, some by threats, and some tney could not get in at all. 
But we made an agreement with them when they were first organized that 
when the business of the country was placed on a nine-hour basis we 
would voluntarily adopt it, because we would be compelled to do so 
whether we wanted to or not. That contract they violated when they 
went out on strike. 

So that when I say we can not compete on an eight-hour basis, I s&v 

eh 19 
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it because of information that we have gained through the experience 
that we have had. We were unable to run the business and make 
money last year during those nine months (and it was a fair year), 
with the exception of April, May, and June,- during which time, if we 
could have run an hour or two more, for those three months, we could 
have made some money; but during the other six months it was nor- 
mal business, and the volume was small. 

The second reason I advance why we do not wish the bill to become 
a law is this: Machines such as are made by my company, varying with 
the kind and intricacy, would cost anywhere up to 25 per cent more to 
produce singly for the Government as compared with production when 
made up of parts which were produced in quantities at a time. The 
Government would have to pay this extra, plus our profit, if we made 
any. By that I mean that while a machine may be produced singly, 
yet the intricate parts that take the time, and the changing of tne 
machinery, is where the cost lies. 

The element of labor runs in some cases up to more than 80 per cent. 
When you cutoff the time, and leave all the fixed charges there, it eats 
itself up, but if those intricate parts, which are of small value for 
material and large value for labor, are made in quantities of 100, 200, 
or 500, as the case may be, you get a minimum cost. But the minute 
the Government steps* in and wants us to build one machine and stipu- 
lates that we shall do it all on eight-hour labor we get the men in the 
foundry and the blacksmith shop, or wherever it is, and w r ork the 
entire machine through, and we will have to pay that increased cost. 

The third reason is: The strongest union men in our factory to-day— 
and we have plenty of union men in our factory as well as nonunion 
men — prefer to work ten hours at the same rate per hour than to work 
shorter time at the same rate per hour, and have so expressed them- 
selves, stating that they were paying for homes, or otherwise, and 
desired to make as much as they could. Some of these same union 
men have stated during the past six months that they were coerced by 
the union and were sick and tired of it, but dare not say anything. 
Such men as these, I submit, for those whom I represent, ought not 
to be compelled to work eight hours a day unless they want to. 

The Acting Chairman. What per centage of your men are opposed 
to eight hours? 

Mr. Jones. Speaking offhand, I would suppose probably 70 per 
cent of them are opposed to it. When I speak of these men here, I 
speak of the men who were on strike, and who are back there now. 
One of the men who is running the 60-inch lathe in the shop, one of 
the worst strikers we had — in fact, one fellow was pounded during 
the strike, three of them having followed him about 4 miles up the 
river and pounded him, so he says — that man says " I have not paid 
iny dues since last May" — he is a machinist — "and I do not propose 
to. You tell them to go to hell; I am going to work for the well 
works after this."' At least 8 of those same machinists that came 
back after we shut down last fall, at the time the change was made 
back to ten hours, have expressed themselves as being $75 to $150 
worse off than if they had attended to their own business. 

The fourth reason is this: The bill seeks to have Congress do indi- 
rectly what it could not do directly. That is, take away a man's right 
to sell his time and of another to buy it. 

You gentlemen understand that better than I do. 
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The fifth reason is: It throttles, instead of encourages, individual 
efforts of both employer and employee, and is an unjust invasion of 
the rights of both. 

On that point I might say just a word, which of course you gentle- 
men all know, being in business, and that is that the freer a business 
is the easier it is to do it. The minute you begin to put on the brake 
you can not tell where it is going to catch you. If we had had lati- 
tude last year, during those three months that I have spoken of, so 
that we could have run eleven hours a day for such time, during the 
week, as we saw tit — and the men wanted to run; I will put that right 
in there; and many of them consented to run during that time over- 
time, but they wanted time and a half, and that was prohibitory — if 
we could have done that, we could have gotten out and made some 
money and would not have run behind. Every limitation that is put 
upon the manufacturing industries of this countrj 7 will bear you right 
along that line, no matter what it is. 

The sixth reason is: Its requirements are not practical as applied to 
goods and machinery carried made up in stock. The Government will 
have to take such goods made working ten hours, in many cases, or 
go without them. 

The seventh reason is: It is class legislation in the supposed direct 
interest of a very small minority. 

On that point, as I said before, 14 men joined the machinists' union 
in our place the year before the strike. More than half of the rest of 
them that are in it were forced into it, and I believe that truly repre- 
sents the condition up and down the Fox River Valley in all of these 
institutions, that the larger percentage of them are forced into it 
against their best judgment and will. 

Mr. Gilbert. What makes you think that? 

Mr. Jones. I think that from talking with the men themselves and 
from talking with their employers, and from all I can hear in these 
meetings of the Citizens' Alliance of which I spoke, there is one man 
in particular to whom I wish to refer. He was a member of the 
Trades and Labor Assembly committeemen. He, with the rest of them, 
waited on the manufacturers to demand that a compact made with an 
institution there by Mr. Mulholland, I believe it is, of the Allied 
Metal Workers, should be rescinded. He made a contract there and 
agreed to certain conditions with one of the institutions. There were 
just three union men left at the time in that institution, but the out- 
side union men demanded that that contract should be rescinded. 

Mr. Mulholland dared not change it, but he sent back for the com- 
mittee to go and see the man and ask to have the contract changed. 
The result was that it was refused, and it went up to the Trade and 
Labor Assembly, and this committee waited on us. This gentleman 
was one of that committee, and he has told me since that he was forced 
into it; that he had seen all he wanted to, and he proposed to join the 
Alliance and maintain his rights as an American citizen from that 
time on. 

Mr. Gilbert. Please explain to us what the purpose of the Citizens' 
Alliance is. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; if you like 1 will read the principles of the 
Alliance here. 

Mr. Gilbert. No; I do not care to have it in detail. Just give us 
a general outline. 
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Mr. Jones. It is a popular organization to do away with violence 
and the unlawful methods of trade-unionism. At the same time a 
trades-union man, if he belongs to a union, and does not resort to vio- 
lence, and he is willing to swear to that effect, can become a member. 
It is simply to do away with the slugging and picketing and abuse. 

Mr. Gilbert. And 'he may still be a member of the labor union? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; there is nothing against it whatever, if there 
is no violence. If they confine themselves to legal methods, that is all 
the Alliance asks, and it will fight for him just as quickly as it will 
fight against him if he does not. 

The eighth reason is: Such a law is not practical nor expedient 

The Acting Chairman. Who do you mean would fight for him? 

Mr. Jones. The Alliance. 

The Acting Chairman. In what way does it fight? 

Mr. Jones. I will illustrate a case. A certain barber in Aurora cut 
my hair for me the other night. He is not a very good workman, but 
it is practical to get j T our hair cut in Aurora. That barber, a part of 
the time, works alone, and they compelled him to join the union: and 
part of the time he has a man working for him, and then he could not 
be a member of the union. They shuffled him about until he got tired 
of it and he told them to get out. They boycotted him. 

The city clerk was the first man that started it, I believe. When 
they found that they could not do that, and that thev had struck a man 
that had backbone, they began to abuse him. lie has a basement 
barber shop and when he would come there to open up his shop in the 
morning he would find his place all covered with tobacco juice and 
spit, and such things, and at least twice or three times, some dog, I 
presume, had urinated all around his window there. That is what the 
Alliance stands for. There is an advertisement out offering a reward 
and we will see if some man can not be gotten before the court in 
that matter, and each member will go and get his hair cut at that shop. 

Mr. Spalding. You mean that that is what it stands in opposition 
to, rather than for? 

Mr. Jones. I was answering the question of that gentleman. He 
asked me how they would fight for it. It is a case of protecting one's 
individual rights. That is all. 

The ninth reason is: It is indirect legislative interference with the 
management of private business which ought to be free to adjust itself 
to the current business conditions of the world. 

I might state that about 15 or possibly 20 per cent of our entire 
trade is export trade. We have one customer in England that will use 
from $20,000 to $30,000 worth of goods a year. During this nine 
months we were compelled to advance the price a little, but we could 
not advance it in proportion to the increased cost to us, because it 
would simply cut us off from that trade entirely. We had recently to 
reduce our prices when we went back to the ten-hour basis, to secure 
that trade; and as long as we are competing with all countries in this 
foreign trade, it is idle for us to undertake to do it on an eight-hour 
basis. 

The tenth reason is: The purpose behind this bill we regard as vicious, 
in that it seeks to create a fictitious scarcity of labor by curtailing pro- 
duction — a labor monopoly which in its present status is run in an 
illegal and unjust manner. If instead of doing this the promoters of 
this bill and whomsoever thej' represent would devise means of increas- 
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iii£ production, they could and would receive the cooperation of all 
fair-minded employers and an equitable share of the prosperity it 
would produce. 

Mr. Gilbert. And what about the unfair-minded ones? 

Mr. Jones. That is a hard proposition; but the American people 
have taken care of themselves for more than one hundred years, and 
I believe it should be left for them to settle. I do not think we should 
go in and cut off the good along with the bad. Look after the bad 
and let the good alone. As the matter now stands, the unions, which 
I understand the proponents represent, do business on the plan that the 
end justifies the means to carry their purposes. They spare neither 
the strong nor the weak, the rich nor the poor, the sick nor the dead. 

They adopt rules preventing boys from learning trades, preventing 
American citizens from getting employment unless they give up their 
individual opinions, place themselves under the dictation of radical 
officers, and are identified with requisite card or button permitting 
them to do what American citizens nave supposed they already had a 
right to do. 

They have adopted rules preventing any man running more than 
one machine; preventing the adoption of piecework in any form; 
preventing a man from procuring a job for Ms own brother, son, or 
relative, under penalty of fine and expulsion, with all that goes with 
expulsion, for the union man who has manhood enough not to be 
bound by such inhuman rules. 

I will read one or two rules from the " Constitution of the Grand 
Lodge and of Subordinate Lodges, International Association of Machin- 
ists, Revised and Adopted at Toronto, Ontario, Canada, June, 1901." 

Mr. Gilbert. Does that constitution extend over this country also? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. I got this from a member of the committee 
in our shop. 

This is Article XXII. 

Conduct of members in shops. — Sec. 1. Members introducing any person or persona 
other than a member of the International Association of Machinists into the trade and 
assisting them shall be heavily fined for the first offense and expelled for the second. 
This section shall not be construed to refer to apprentices properly indentured. 

Sec. 2. Any member introducing or accepting piecework in any shape whatever 
where it does not now exist, or any member running more than one machine in any 
shop where such is not now the practice, unless such introduction is upon the deci- 
sion and advice of the local lodge and approved by the Grand Lodge, shall be 
expelled. 

That is the penalty. I will just say, in conclusion, that until the 
unions rescind the rules here referred to and others of similar import 
not here mentioned, until they stind with the law-abiding people and 
the working people, and work for the conviction of lawbreakers 
within the union ranks, instead of doing all that is possible to shield 
them, they are not entitled to secure the passage of a law to further 
such purposes. 

I might state, in conclusion, that during our strike our blacksmiths 
and molders did not go out. We afterwards found that there was an 
organizer in the valley, and he got up an organization in the blacksmith 
shop. This organizer in the blacksmith shop was hired about June 8 
and the strike occurred about July 17. He was a stranger to us and 
we were short of help and we hired him, although it is against our 
rule to hire people going along the road. He was there then, you see, 
about five to six weeks. Nearly every other man in the place owns 
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his own home in Aurora. This man became the mouthpiece of the 
union to organize all these men. He got all of them but one man and 
his helper. 

This man refused to go out. The second or third night after the 
blacksmiths went out this man met him about a block from our office, 
in the presence of one hundred witnesses or more, and knocked the 
man down on the stone walk. He struck him on the chin and knocked 
him down, so that his head struck the walk. The man started to get 
up and he knocked him down again. I swore out a warrant and had 
him arrested, and I paid an attorney $100 to prosecute the case before 
a justice of the peace. The trial was simply a farce. That man stood 
there on the witness stand and swore — and I have the evidence at home 
now, if the stenographer has not destroyed it — that he had quit twentv- 
five jobs in the last five years. He told us where they were, and 6e 
said there were others that he could not remember. He has not a 
home in the United States to cover his head, and he has two children 
in Chicago farmed out. 

Mr. Gilbert. Did the labor union justify that? 

Mr. Jones. They certainly did. They, packed the justice's office 
full, and it went to such an extent that I asked the attorney if there 
was not some way to stop the cheering in court, and that if there was 
not we might as well dismiss the case. 

As you have asked that question, I will carry it a little further. 
They called for a jury and sent an officer out for a lurv. They brought 
in six men, and one of those was an American Well Works striker, 
one of our own men. Four of them were on a strike from the Chicago 
Pneumatic Tool Company's plant, and the sixth was a carpenter who 
had been on strike previously for six weeks. 

I believe that is all 1 care to say to the committee. I thank you, 
gentlemen. 

Mr. Caldwell. I think Captain Smith desires a moment of the 
committee's time. 

STATEMENT OF MB. C. H. SMITH, REPRESENTING THE. ILLINOIS 
MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say for the Illinois Manu- 
facturers' Association that it is with great regret we have to report to 
your committee that our Mr. Mayer was called to New York on a tel- 
egram to attend to a very important case there and was not able to 
meet your committee at 2.30 o'clock, in accordance with the invita- 
tion you so very kindly extended to him to appear. We feel very 
grateful to your committee for your kindness in consenting to hear 
Mr. Mayer and in giving a second opportunity to have him appear 
before you. We regret extremely that he is not able to appear before 
you this afternoon. He said he would cheerfully come any time next 
week that you might set; but, of course, we do not ask the committee 
to set that time if it is not convenient for. you to hear him next week. 
If you do not have any hearings next week he will probably ask per- 
mission to submit a written argument to your committee. 

Mr. Job, secretary of the Employers' Association of Chicago, expects 
to appear before yo*ur committee, and he has just stated to me that if 
the committee desires he will begin his address this afternoon. He 
can not complete it on account of his desire to look up the records of 
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what has been presented to your committee heretofore, so that he may 
be more fully prepared to meet any point that may nave been made 
heretofore. 

The Acting Chairman. How much time did you wish, Mr. Job* 

Mr. Job. Half an hour or three-quarters of an hour, probably. 

The Acting Chairman. You can not conclude your address to-day ? 

Mr. Job. Perhaps I would like to submit a little written argument 
on the. subject, but I believe I can say all I have to say orally to-day. 

The Acting Chairman. What is the pleasure of the committee ? I 
have here the name of E. E. Bartlett. Is he here? 

A Bystander. He is not here. 

Mr. Caldwell. Does Mr. Parian desire to be heard? 

Mr. Job. Mr. Parian wishes to address a few remarks to the 
committee. 

STATEMENT OF MR. W. H. PABLAN, OF CANTON, ILL. 

Mr. Parlan. Mr. President, I am not a public speaker and there- 
fore will not take much of your time discussing this question, but there 
are two thoughts that come to me very forcibly and I would like to 
present them. 

The first is, I understand that this law is to be so prescribed that the 
Government will not purchase any articles excepting such as are made 
by institutions employing their labor only eight hours per day, or, in 
other words, that they will not purchase any product which has been 
manufactured or produced by labor working more than eight hours 
per day. 

It seems to me that it would be ver) T difficult and almost impossible 
to select any article and tell whether or not there had been more than 
eight hours per day labor upon such an article or not. For instance, 
take the article of any woolen apparel. The woolen mill weaving the 
garment may employ labor for eight hours, but how about the previ- 
ous labor, the man on the farm who handles the sheep and does the 
farming to start all these industries? It seems to me it is impossible 
to arrive at any accurate decision as to whether or not any article has 
any labor in it which has been more than eight hours per day. 

A more important point is this: That the manufacturers of the United 
States nearly all have some trade with the Government, each one a 
little. There is no factory which manufactures exclusively for the 
Government. I think perhaps an average would be that 5 per cent or 
even 2 per cent of the product of the factories of the United States is 
sold to the Government of the United States. That is a small per- 
centage, each and every factory selling a little. If this bill should 
become a law the Government would be deprived of the possibility or 
privilege of purchasing from these various factories, and as the per- 
centage of sales would be so small going to the Government the man- 
ufacturers themselves could not comply with this law. But take it 
for granted that they would. 

If they should do so, and this is the point to which I wish to call 
your attention, the manufacturing institutions of the United States if 
they should run their factories eight hours in place of ten hours per 
day would decrease the manufactured products of the United States 20 
per cent. Take a time like the last three or four years, when the fac- 
tories have been crowded to the utmost capacity to meet the require- 
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raents or demands for their wares, and reduce the factories 20 per 
cent, and you can imagine what a great reduction that would make in 
the industry. It would mean ruination to business. I am sure if we 
were obliged to run our factory under the eight-hour system in place 
of ten hours we would go bankrupt in less than two years. 

Gentlemen, these are facts, and I wish you to understand 

The Acting Chairman. How many people do you employ? 

Mr. Parlan. About 1,500, and we run steadily the year around. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you know anything about the sentiment 
of your employees on this question of the eight-hour bill? 

Mr. Parlan. I have never heard the question agitated. I do not 
believe they think very much about it. I think tne\ T are perfectly 
satisfied with the terms and the manner in which they are working. 
We have had no labor trouble to speak of. I think our men are per- 
fectly satisfied to work eight hours; at least that agitation has never 
come up to any extent. 

Mr. Cowdon. My friend, do you mean eight hours or ten hours? 

Mr. Parlan. Ten hours, I should say. 

This reduction of the production of the United States is what 1 wish 
to call your special attention to. It is very important to think of the 
factories of tne United States reducing their output 20 per cent, and 
to realize where it would land them. This is what I arose to call your 
special attention to, and that is all 1 wish to say. Think of this 20 
per cent reduction in the output of the factories of the United States. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for your attention. 

STATEMENT OF ME. FREDERICK W. JOB, OF CHICAGO, ILL. 

The Chairman. In the absence of objection, the committee will hear 
Mr. Job this afternoon. You may proceed, Mr. Job. 

Mr. Job. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 1 have 
just stepped off the train, about an hour ago, and 1 expected to say 
what 1 have to say to-morrow; but as you are disappointed in not 
having before you to-day the eminent attorney, Mr. Mayer, of Chicago, 
and wnile I realize my inability to take his place, I will, neverthe- 
less, say a few of the things that I am instructed to say by our people 
in Illinois to this committee. 

I represent here to-day the Chicago Employers' Association. I 
also represent the Quincy Plumbers' Association, of Quincv, 111.; 
the United Employers' Association of Wood Industries, of Chicago, 
composed of about 80 employers and employing about 6,000 men; the 
Citizens' Alliance, of Bloomington, 111. ; the Master Plumbers' Asso- 
ciation, of Peoria, El.; the Chicago Typothetse, composed of 100 
members; the Chicago Master Plumbers' Association; the Citizens' 
Alliance, of Kankakee, 111.; the Tri-City Manufacturers' Association, 
of Moline and Rock Island, 111., and Davenport, Iowa; the Citizens' 
Alliance, of Decatur, 111., and the Citizens' Industrial Association of 
America, comprising four or five hundred similar associations, which 
in turn include thousands of employers and employees; and the Citizens' 
Industrial Alliance of America, recently formed, which is an organiza- 
tion composed of some five or six hundred organizations of employers 
and employees, and nonunion men throughout the United States, from 
as far west as California and as far east as New York, and extending 
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in other directions north and south. I speak for them in accordance 
with, their instruction to me to say something for them. 

These associations and organizations, as I nave said to you, are not 
composed entirely of employers, but in many instances there are as 
many or more nonunion employees, and employees who can not stand 
for the atrocities and vicious methods of organized labor in this day 
and age. But the Employers' Association of Chicago, which is the 
organization of which I have the honor to be secretary, is composed 
entirely of employers. We have in Chicago an association numbering* 
over 2,000 employers. We have taken in no nonunion men in Chicago. 
We feel that if we have given them protection, and assisted them in 
getting the police protection which is almost absolutely necessary to 
enable them to earn a living in Chicago, that we have done all that is 
asked of us, and they do not seek admission into our organization. 
These 2,000 to 3,000 employers in Chicago have in their employ from 
125,000 to 150,000 employees. So you will see that they are quite 
large organizations that I am representing before you. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do you mean by saying you furnish police 
protection ? 

Mr. Job. I mean that in Chicago in this day and age, owing to the 
methods of organized labor, it is in many instances, and indeed in the 
majority of instances, impossible for a nonunion man to work without 
police protection. That is verified by an interesting thing which I 
might refer to in passing. It came up at the time of the grand-jury 
work in Januarv, month before last, when Chief of Police O'Neil and 
his inspector, Mr. Schutler, and three other officers, Captains Shippey, 
Hunt, and Lavin, all testified before the grand jury in Cook County in 
January that there was no such thing in Chicago as a peaceable strike 
or peaceful picketing. I might add that in Chicago alone, but that 
comprises almost all of Cook County, in 1893 we haano less than 1,464 
strikes or labor troubles, less 163 lockouts in the case of the steam 
laundries, which anticipated a violent strike by locking out their 
employees. Thirteen hundred and one strikes took place in Chicago 
in one year alone, or 1,464 serious labor troubles, which means one 
every time you sit down to eat and one every time you go to bed, 
during 1903, and a few scattered over the intervening time to make 
you realize the importance of the situation and the seriousness of it. 

Mr. Gilbert. How does your organization furnish the police? 

Mr. Job. We do not furnish the police. We do furnish guards, 
and we ask the city authorities to furnish police. That does not say 
that they are always actually furnished by us, and of course we can 
not actually command the police, but we can ask it and insist or urge 
them to give protection to the nonunion men who have decided that 
they want to work without belonging to a labor union, which is con- 
sidered by the labor unions of Chicago a very heinous offense. 
[Laughter.] 

This is, perhaps, a thing to be smiled at, but, gentlemen, it is very 
serious. It is true that we did have that number of strikes and it 
affected directly 62,000 or 63,000 men, and indirectly about as many 
more who were engaged in the trades, and who were hung up or 
stopped work on that account. I should say the fact is that almost 
2,000,000 people in Chicago are affected by these strikes. Take the 
case of the laundry strike. 
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They all wear more or less linen in Chicago, and that affected every 
man, woman, and child who wore a collar or other linen. The fact fs 
our city has come to be designated as the picket city of Chicago, 
instead of ttie wicked city of Chicago, as it formerly was. We call it 
the picket city, because we are literally picketed there from the day 
we are born until we go to our graves. We expect to be. I have 
been picketed myself. 

The objects of the organization that 1 represent, if you are particu- 
larly interested in what we have set out to do are four in number. 
The Employers' Association of Chicago has adopted the rule that there 
shall be no discrimination for or against a man because he does or does 
not belong to any organization whether it be social, political, industrial, 
religious, or any other. 

That is, it is what might be called an open shop, as I think Mr. Jones, 
of Aurora, 111., said before me, and no questions are asked of employees 
in Chicago as to whether they are Presbyterians or Catholics, Demo- 
crats or Republicans, union or nonunion. We sav to the employee, 
"If you want to go into the union, do it, so long as the unions 
obeythe laws, we offer no objection." But from the fact that after 
existing for some thirty -five or forty years the labor unions have only 
succeeded in getting about 14 per cent of the eligible members into 
their organizations, we should say that there is a screw loose in the 
organization somewhere. There must be, where they adopt the slug- 

fing method of getting them to come in and join or of driving them 
rom their work. 

Our second principle is, no "sympathy strikes." You may know 
that some of the cigar union men have decided that the sympathy 9trike 
is not right. Men such as George Perkins, of the Cigar Makers' Union 
of Chicago, has so decided. He has said that he wants no more sym- 
pathy strikes. If there is to be a sympathy strike permitted we may 
wake up some day in Chicago and find that everything is tied up because 
•over in Seattle, Wash., or Portland, Me., there may be a strike in 
some similar line. 

You may ask me how we justify the sympathetic lockout in Chicago, 
which we did in the case of the steam laundries. 

That question was asked me by the officers of the Federation of 
Labor there, and my answer was this: " Well, we have adopted prin- 
ciples of no-s\ r mpathy strikes and no-sympathy lockout under ordi- 
nary circumstances, but when the five principal police officers of the 
city go on the witness stands and say that there never was a peaceful 
.strike, we think it time to take the matter by the forelock." We met 
them with their own weapons^ as I say. If vou know a man is going 
to break into your house and invade your rights, you shoot him before 
he has an opportunity to injure you, though you may not believe in 
shooting a man as a general proposition. 

Our third principle is no limitation or restriction of output or of 
apprentices. We nave had a sample of the limitation and restriction 
of output in Chicago. The Building Trades Council in 1900 only per- 
mitted a plumber to wipe 8 joints of lead pipe per day — that is, to 
apply the lead to the joint which is to be made and then make a per- 
fect joint. As one man expressed himself, he could, if he let himseir 
out, wipe anywhere from lti to 2± joints a da} T , yet he was limited to 8 
joints, and when he had done that he had to quit. 

Only last week at Sioux City, Iowa, where I addressed an associa- 
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tion of employers and employees, one man said that he had some 
plumbing work done in his nouse, and that he went up into the house 
in the afternoon and found both of the plumbers who were working 
on the job asleep. He asked them what was the matter. They saia 
they had done a day's work, and that they were not permitted to do 
any more, and that in waiting for the time to arrive wnen they should 
quit they had simply leaned up against the wall in the bathroom and 
had gone to sleep. 

There are so many flagrant instances of this restriction of output that 
it is going to result in considerable hardship to the American citizen. 

So far as the limitation of the output or apprentices is concerned 
the number which they think is right, and which they ask for, I believe, 
in some cases, is one apprentice to from ten to twenty workmen. Our 
association can not countenance that. As I have said to some of the 
trade unionists in Chicago, if they will limit the output of boy babies 
every year we will meet them on tfiat basis and will limit the number of 
apprentices, but so long as they keep producing boys they have got to 
learn someting. Two alternatives are suggested to me. If we can not 

E've the boys work we can make tramps ot them, which may, perhaps, 
i better than what they would get from some of tneir unions. Another 
suggestion of the union's representatives, is that perhaps Mr. Rocke- 
feller and Mr. Carnegie and Mr. Armour and other rich gentlemen in 
the country will establish manual training schools and take care of the 
boys in that way. However, whatever system we adopt the boys must 
be given a chance to learn the occupation of their fathers. 

Our fourth principle was arbitration, but unfortunately some of our 
union friends in Chicago found that arbitration did not always result 
in just a splitting of the difference, because there are some arbitrators 
who arbitrate a case upon its merits, and who would give them per- 
haps a third of what they asked for instead of one-half. So the 
unions said they were done with arbitration in the future, and our 
association having had some experience with a dozen or more cases in 
Chicago, we met them on that issue. We did not want it any more 
than tney did. So we eliminated arbitration and adopted as our fourth 
principle one which we think far more effective than arbitration, 
which is "enforce the laws." If they are right, let us enforce them. 
If they are not right, let us repeal them. 

Those are the principles of the association, and to say that our 
association represents the views of a great number of nonunion em- 
ployees in Chicago is expressing it very mildly. 

The Chairman. Have vou had occasion to consider this arbitration 
bill of Mr. Fossf 

Mr. Job. Yes; I saw the bill before it was presented. I have my 
own ideas on that subject, though I do not know that you care for my 
opinion on the matter of arbitration. I speak from experience, because 
1 was chairman of the State board of arbitration of Illinois for two 
years, in which time we settled strikes in Chicago and elsewhere to the 
number of 100. I think that arbitration is not right. It is a case of 
a man receiving a certain sum and demanding more, and along comes 
an arbitration board and splits the difference to one sixteenth of a 
cent; though not especially informed as to the particular industry, 
decides what is proper and then gives its decision. 

If it is not satisfactory to the unions, as in the case of the black- 
smiths' assistants in Chicago, the stock-yards engineers, and other 
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cases, if they do not get at least half of what they ask, they say they 
are done with arbitration. 

We have the spectacle in Chicago to-dav of the stationary engineers,, 
which should be one of the most honorable crafts, all out on a strike 
in a majority of the office buildings of Chicago, in the down-town 
district. 1 remember a contract they made in December, 1902, in 
which it was agreed that for three years all their differences should 
be arbitrated, and the first cxse they arbitrated they did not get all 
they asked. They did not ask for arbitration the second time, which 
was last January, but they struck, in violation of their agreement. 
They think they are on a strike, but their places are filled now and 
everything seems to be going along pleasantly although there is an 
occasional outbreak and a man is taken care of hy their wrecking crew. 

We have decided that arbitration is not what it should be. In cases 
of arbitration we can not get a labor man for the third arbitrator or 
odd man, because the employers would object to him, and we can not 
get an employer because ttie employees would object to him. The 
result is that a doctor or a preacher or a lawyer — I happen to be a 
lawyer myself — and he says, "I will split the difference." 

Mr. Gilbert. They might get a member of Congress. 

Mr. Job. We never tried that; we will, though. 

The Acting Chairman. This Foss bill provides for the appoint- 
ment by the President of the members of the board. 

Mr. Job. Yes, sir; I was coming to that. I was speaking of the 
arbitration law we have in the State. Of course that will result in 
more politics in the board, perhaps; but we have a substitute for arbi- 
tration, I think. We have equity courts and juries, and where there 
is a dispute between capital and labor these courts can settle it. I for 
one do not think there is anything so divine about labor as our honored 
and revered Secretary Sewkrd said about the slave proposition, when 
he said there was a divine law in the Dred Scott decision. That was 
overruled, however, by the Supreme Court, I think. It is only a 
question of dollars and cents wnen it comes down to the matter of 
refinement as to whether a man wants to work for $1.25 a day or $2.50 
a day or anything like that. 

If he does not want to work there is another man perhaps who will 
take his place, or if there is no other man the employer will have to 
pay that man what he wants. In Chicago, the thing is that the man 
insists on dissolving the partnership or the relation between capital 
and labor, in which capital represents capital and part of the brains, 
and labor represents brawn ana a part of the brains — there is a disso- 
lution of that partnership by the men striking, and they say, u We will 
not only dissolve this partnership, but you shall not employ men to 
fill our places/' We say there are courts of equity and juries which 
can decide differences of that sort. 

There may be a case like the anthracite coal strike, where a commis- 
sion such as that which was appointed by the President can take care 
of the matter very satisfactorily. I do not myself believe there is 
any necessity for a national arbitration board. 

Iiy the way, we get our first principle of "no discrimination for or 
against unions' 5 and the open-snop proposition from the Anthracite 
Strike Commission's report. 

Mr. Gilbert. What has your experience been in the court with the 
personnel of the juries? 
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Mr. Job. We have had very good success, and it has been entirely 
satisfactory. Speaking now of this arbitration proposition, I think 
that if we had a permanent arbitration board that it ought to be com- 
posed of an even number of people. I think it was the design of our 
forefathers, going away back nundreds of years ago, when they adopted 
the jury system of having not an odd man but an even number of twelve 
men in" order to better represent the real opinion in any matter. 

In Chicago, just about nine months ago, the stockyard engineers 
struck. They were getting 25 cents an hour, and they demanded 37£ 
cents an hour, and the stockyards people, or some of them, suggested 
arbitration. So the union selected a west side Congregational min- 
ister as their representative, and the stockyards people, not to be less 
courteous to the clergy, selected Father Kelly, a Catholic divine on the 
south side, as their representative. These two preacher gentlemen 
selected a third minister, and this ministerial board sat for about six 
weeks. They took a mass of testimony, and they ran up lawyers' bills 
on both sides, and the result was that this preacher-aroitration board 
decided that the men should get 30 cents an hour — they went from 25 
cents to 30 cents an hour. But they did not get all they asked for. 

They decided that they were worth 30 cents an hour and they sub- 
mitted their report. They also submitted their bills and said some- 
thing to this effect: We have devoted a great deal of our time to do 
this matter, and we herewith submit our bills for $1 ,000 a piece. You 
can each remit $500 to us, which will be one-half the bill in each case. 

The engineers were somewhat astonished, but after thinking the 
the matter over, they turned the communication which they had 
received from the board over and wrote on the back: "If, as you 
think, we are worth only about 30 cents an hour, we think that you 
are worth about the same price. We consider that for the time you 
have devoted to this work, on this basis, you are entitled to the sum 
of $18.60, and we herewith remit to you one-half of that amount, or 
$9.30, which is our share." (Laughter.) 

"The stock-yards people, we hope, will pay you the other $9.30." 

I do not know what the stock-yards people did, whether they paid it 
or not. 

Mr. Caldwell. In connection with your statement of the number of 
strikes that have taken place in Chicago during the last year, have you 
any data to submit in regard to the number of cases of personal 
violence that have been the result of strikes? 

Mr. Job. Yes; we have had 396 cases of personal violence resulting 
from strikes in 1903 in Chicago. We have had 4 murders in Chicago 
in 1903 

Mr. Caldwell. I mean in the calendar year. 

Mr. Job. Yes; if I took up the period during the past year it would 
exceed those figures. Our association keeps a very careful record of 
this matter. We take all the different papers and we have a couple of 
people who do nothing else but look out for data and statistics. While 
statistics are sometimes subject to criticism, we are keeping them as 
carefully as we can. The newspaper reporters estimate the number 
of assaults in 1903 at 450. 

The Acting Chairman. What percentage of assaults have occurred 
in which nonunion men have been the aggressors? 

Mr. Job. Perhaps 1 out of 100 — 1 per cent. In one case a foreman 
killed a man, but tne jury said it was clone in self-defense. In another 
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case a strike breaker, as they call them, was killed. He was a non- 
union man who had decided that he wanted to work while a strike was 
on, and he was killed by a striker. Of the two other cases 1 think 
one was killed by strikers. Three of the four were killed by strikers. 

The newspapers, if we go by them entirely, show that there were 
450 cases of violence in 1903. I have no question but what there are 
from 500 to 600. For instance, in some cases there would be riots 
and perhaps a great many would be hurt on both sides, and we could 
not tell how many — some by self-defense on the one side or by offen- 
siveness on the other. 

Mr. Gilbert. Were these men who were killed nonunion labor 
people? 

Mr. Job. Three of them were nonunion men and one was a union 
man, if I remember the figures exactly. I happen to know of two of 
them personally. 

Now, gentlemen, we hear a good deal about the grade-crossingacci- 
dents in Chicago because of their not having elevated tracks. There 
were only, during the year 1903, 165 casualties growing out of grade 
crossings in Chicago as compared with 396 accidents the other way. 
I could not get the exact figures in 1903 in fires and, in fact, it would 
not be right anyway, because of the Iroquois fire there. There were 
only 191 accidents in 1902 (which was an average year) growing out of 
fires in Chicago. Of course, gentlemen, we do not find in any of the 
publications of the union people — and I take most of their publica- 
tions — any denunciation of these acts of violence. 

Turn for a moment with me to the Journal of the International 
Association of Machinists, whose president, Mr. James O'Connell, of 
the city of Washington, is the third vice-president of the American 
Federation of Labor. 

Turn to the January number (1903), of the Machinists 1 International 
Journal, and let me quote as follows: 

Machinists have a big strike on against the Union Pacific Railway [this was at 
Omaha, Nebr.]. The strike is against the introduction of the bonus system of extra 
pay for men who can do extra fine work. I wish to state that this climate is not pro- 
ductive to the health of "scabs," as quite a few have been sent home very ill. 
Fraternally, yours, 

George Mulberry. 
Cheyenne, Wyo., December 11, 1902. 

The nature of the illness to which Mr. Mulberry refers is found in 
the report of the fourth vice-president of the same union, in which he 
says: 

The hospitals are full of "scabs" who have got hurt here at work and in fights 
between themselves. Four have died at Chevenne, and one was killed at Omaha in 
a fight, while three or four others have been killed in the shop. Picket duty is done 
in a very systematic manner, and we are keeping tab on the " scabs.' ' There is not 
a " scab" on the line that is not known to us now. The professionals are the only 
ones that stay, and you can do only one thing with them. 

These are the official utterances of men in high official positions in 
the International Association of Machinists. 

These are the ideas expressed in words of the gentlemen who come 
here before you through Mr. Gompers, the head and front of their 
general organization, and ask for favors. 

We find Mr. Gompers questioning the jurisdiction of the court where 
an injunction was issued against him, and saving, " I am going to vio- 
late this injunction. Let them arrest me if they can," instead of taking 
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some of the money that is in his treasury^ and having the injunction 
dissolved, if he could do so and if it was wrong. 1 do not know 
whether he was committed for contempt of court or not. 

We find men in Chicago, gentlemen, who are giving up their inno- 
cent children to the bad practices of the Federation of Labor. There 
was a day, Sunday, in January, when not a man, woman, or child of 
Chicago was not picketed, and they picketed them until there was no 
place for them on earth, in Chicago. Somebody said for 10 or 15 
cents a day I can hire children to picket them, and can do it so effect- 
ively that we will know where every one lives, and if we can not do 
it otherwise we can organize wards so that everybody will be picketed 
that is eligible and does not belong to the union. He advised them all 
to do it. 

On Monday, which was the following day, four little boys, three 
of whom were 12 years old and one 13, 1 think, began carrying into 
effect his doctrine, and they picketed the wife and children of a non- 
union street-car conductor who w r as working there during the street- 
car strike. They followed them and they used such language and did 
such things to the woman and children that the heavy hand of the law 
fell upon them. They were arrested and they saw the inside of a cell 
for the first time. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do you mean by the expression " picketing," 
exactly ? 

Mr. Job. I am prompted to answer that question by asking you 
where you live. 

Mr. Gilbert. 1 do not live in Chicago. 

Mr. Job. I did not mean any offense by asking you where you lived. 
It is a thing we are so familiar with in Chicago that your question 
surprised me. You mean in this instance I was referring to? 

Mr. Gilbert. I mean the instance you referred to, of these children 
picketing the conductors of the cars. 

Mr. Job. They picketed the wife and children of the conductor of 
the car. 

Mr. Gilbert. Yes; now, what does that term "picketed" mean? 

Mr. Job. It means that they would follow up the woman and chil- 
dren, and walk around them and say: "Hello — wife of a scab street- 
car conductor," and such things. 

Mr. Gilbert. That is all I wanted to know. I never heard of it in 
Kentucky. 

Mr. Job. They have an organization in Louisville to take care of 
that matter. 

The Acting Chairman. Just explain what picketing does mean. 

Mr. Job. I have been picketed at Aurora, where Captain Smith, who 
is here now, comes from. I can not speak of anv place in the United 
States where the union doctrine has been promulgated that it has not 
been considered necessary. 1 went to Aurora during the well-works 
strike. I was a member of the board of arbitration, and the labor 
man on that board is an engineer on the Illinois Central Road. 1 went 
over to the locomotive where he had been employed, and I got the 
labor man and said, "Let us go and settle that strike." lie said. 
"What strike*" I said, "That strike up at the American Well 
Works." As we were speaking there were several men lounging 
across the street, and they saw us. Those men were out on the strike, 
and they didn't want to work and they didn't want anybody else to 
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work. The result of that was that an organization had been formed 
there. I said to him, " You see those fellows there?" 

I said," Do you see those fellows there?" He said, " Yes." 1 said, 
"They are employees." He had just left his locomotive, and he had 
his working clothes on. Of course he looked like a laboring man. I 
said to him, "I guess those fellows are pickets," and he said, "I guess 
thev are." 

They came over, and one of them said to me, "Are you going to 
take that fellow and put him to work and take our jobs? " I said, " I 
don't know " — we thought we would see what they would say. He 
said, "Just you try to go and take that iob." By that time another 
had come up, and then another, and another, until there was quite a 
crowd of them in front of us. They did not shake their fists under our 
noses, but they would have done so in a few minutes. 

I said, "We will see you in a few minutes. We are coming right 
back this way." We walked down to the office and they followed us, 
and when we got there we pulled out our cards, showing that we were 
officials of the State arbitration board. Of course they apologized, 
and said they thought we were going to take their places and take 
their jobs. Now, that is the mildest form of picketing. I was telling 
the Judiciary Committee of that the other day, when I was before 
them in reference to the anti-injunction matter. Perhaps a thing of 
that kind would not be legally punishable if done by one man, but if 
you get a hundred or even a dozen men together it would be such an 
act of intimidation that it would. Separate acts done by one man 
would not be looked upon as a conspiracy, but the acts done by one 
man might be criminal acts. The violent form of picketing is where 
they knock their blocks off, as they say, and where they all do every- 
thing they can, even to the extent of taking women and children and 
doing things like that. 

I do not say, and I can not think, that organized labor is willing to 
do these things and stand for these excesses and crimes and the atroci- 
ties that are being perpetrated in its name by the leaders. I can not 
believe that anv true American man will stand for such things. 

I am verified in that by a couple of suggestions that were made by 
two men in my office within the past six weeks, both of them union 
men, and both officers of unions. Thev are friends and acquaintances 
of mine. We got to talking about labor and the labor vote, and 
whether it was aeliverable by the delegates and presidents of organ- 
ized labor. They both said no. "If you were to get a labor vote, 
and get an index of the labor names, you would find that the result 
would be that they would go into the Australian ballot box and every 
one would vote against the leaders." 

1 have a lot of statistics on that subject, but I do not think it is 
germane here. 

Our organization and those who represent them come into court with 
clean hands in this regard, and ask that legislation favoring these con- 
ditions be not adopted. We do not believe the mass of labor stands 
for this eight-hour proposition. We believe they are distinctly against 
it. I do not believe tney want to have their employers subjected to 
loss through being fined $5 for every man who works three or four or 
five minutes overtime, or if the foreman's watch happens to be a min- 
ute or two out of the way and the whistle does not blow exactly on 
time. 
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We do not believe the American laborers want to take an eight-hour 
law, with the reduction it would produce. We think the safest and 
best thing to do is not to meddle with the law. We think it ultimately 
is coming anvway. The shorter day is coming. 

If you will ask Mr. Gompers, and the proponents of the bill, they 
will all tell you that years ago the working day was fifteen and seven- 
teen and eighteen tiours. JMr. Gompers has* found places in Porto 
Rico where they are working longer hours. As civilization and 
organization take place the hours are reduced. The reduction in 
hours is coming surely and gradually. Possibly it is intended that we 
should work eight hours, and sleep eight hours, and play eight hours. 
Personally I have never found time to sleep and play that long, but 
that may have been my fault. It is coming, but we do not believe it 
is here now. 

It is a serious matter when anyone from Chicago has to come on 
behalf of Chicago employers and make an appeal. We believe we 
are able generally to hold our own against almost anything, but we 
have trouble enough there now, and for land's sake, whatever j t ou do, 
please do not turn us upside down in Chicago by passing this bill. In 
the northern part there are men who are raising truck for the Fort 
Sheridan soldiers, and they can not get along on eight hours work if 
they wanted to. However, that may be considered open-market stuff. 
But, as Mr. DuBruhl said the other day, from the trucksters on the 
north to the rolling mills on the south, including the boots and shoes 
manufactured in Chicago for the Army, and in all parts of Illinois, we 
can not see anything but confusion worse confounded if we have the 
enactment of the eignt-hour bill. Certainly, it is distasteful to all the. 
employers at present, and from a great many inquiries made of our 
employers in Chicago as to their employees, as to what they think of 
it, they have said, " Let it go. We are satisfied. It is all right as it 
is. We don't want it." 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any uniformity in the number of hours in a 
calendar day among the factories in Chicago? 

Mr. Job. Not as a general proposition. Some are working eight 
hours now, and some nine hours, some ten. The largest number are 
working ten hours. Such concerns as the Pullman Company, the 
stock yards, and the largest employers are working ten hours, ancl their 
employees are perfectly satisfied. They realize that if they had to 
come back to eight hours there would be very few factories tfiat would 
be able to handle Government work. 

Mr. Gilbert. Let me understand you. Where they are working 
ten hours, are all of those people working ten hours? 

Mr. Job. Generally speaking, yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. And wnere they are working nine hours, are they all 
working nine hours? 

Mr. Job. Generally speaking. In our community there is quite a 
labor agitation among tnose who are working nine hours, because they 
want to work ten hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. But they are employed by others? 

Mr. Job. Yes; but they are in the same line of business. An 
employer who is working nine hours can not compete with one who is 
working ten hours. Exactly so are we in Chicago unable to compete 
with the manufacturers in the Fox River Valley. They are back toi 
ten hours, and their men are satisfied and contented. 
B h 20 
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We do not believe the men themselves want this thing. We believe 
on the eve of an election, when everythiig is uncertain — and it is 
always so, and particularly so right now — that the safest thing to do 
is to leave this as it is. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of the employees in Chicago are 
already working eight hours fc 

Mr. Job. A very small percentage now. There are some classes of 
work where they have very heavy lifting. In the case of stationary 
firemen, they work twelve hours where the engine is run twenty-four 
hours; but twelve hours is too long. When a man shovels coal eight 
hours it is long enough for a daj T 's work. He may perhaps shovel a 
carload of coal in that time. 

Take the case of a locomotive fireman. I wa& talking to the engi- 
neer on the B. & O., on the way down here, and I said: "This is a 
light looking voung fellow you have for fireman." lie says: "Oh, 
he is all right. ^ I said: " How many tons of coal does he have to 
shovel in on the run?" He says: "J?ive to 10 tons." And I think it 
was not more than three hours or so, at that. 

Take the shoe industries, where the ten-hour day generally prevails. 
I was talking to Mr. Schwab, of Chicago, and he said: "If I had a 
contract with the Government and I had to stop at the end of eight 
hours and let the others go on, I could not pay those who stopped the 
same as those who continued. The\ T would be dissatisfied. There 
must be a cutting down in wages, and they can not stand it. I do not 
believe if a poll were taken of the laboring men throughout the coun- 
try they would be in favor of this restriction on Government work. 
If you had power to legislate for the whole country, and could put us 
all on eight hours, yourselves included — and I suppose a Congressman 
would be glad if he only had to work eight hours — that would be per- 
fectly satisfactory. 

Now, on behalf of those people that I represent, I want to make an 
appeal to the effect that you leave this thing alone as it is. We repre- 
sent a large proportion of the people of Chicago. Since I have been 
here I have received from 100 to 200 letters from individuals, entirely 
unsolicited. There was a little item in the paper to the effect that I 
was talking here on the antiinjunction and antistrike bill, and they 
said: " Why don't you go and talk on the eight-hour proposition *" % 

We represent a good deal of money. But our association is not a 
millionaires' club, as some of our enemies or friends, as you choose, 
have facetiously remarked. Marshall Field & Co. happen to belong 
to the association and that lends a little appearance ot luxury. But 
we have members who are not wealth v. Take the case of a man and 
his wife, and perhaps a son and daugnter and one or two employees, 
who runs a wagon shop, or a man and nis son and maybe two employees. 
They belong and they have just as much to say in our association as 
anybody else. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of the manufacturing establish- 
ments in Chicago are open shops A 

Mr. Job. The majority of them outside of the building trades. Of 
course, there are -two kinds of open shop. One is where they reserve 
the right to themselves to hire union or nonunion — not because they 
want to, but because the unions make it so interesting that they have 
got to hire union men. Others have open shop in fact, namely, 
they hire union or nonunion men indiscriminately, and do not ask 
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who or what he is. One or two establishments in Chicago like the Kel- 
logg Switchboard and Supply Company had such an experience with 
organized labor that they have no union men at all. I tell you that if 
the rank and file of the employers of Chicago had proof of the acts of 
the labor unions, but we do not think they have, the employers of 
Chicago and the people of Illinois generally would be justified* in dis- 
criminating against union men. The Kellogg Company had a strike 
purely because some man did not want to work with a nonunion man, 
and they struck and everything stood still, and they went out. It is 
all right now, for they have 550 men in the shop in their places, get- 
ting the same wages as the 650 strikers, and tney are doing 25 per 
cent more work. 

It is a very serious thing, gentlemen, and I commend to you the 
very serious consideration of this proposition and ask that you do not 
turn a deaf ear to the people of Chicago, who have the same rights, 
who do Government work, and who want to continue to do it, andwho 
do not want to be put out of business, and who believe that the repre- 
sentatives of organized labor do not come into this court with clean 
hands to ask favors of this committee to-day. 

A Bystander. Are you the attorney for the association in addition 
to representing them? " 

Mr. Job. No; we have another attorney. 

Mr. Gilbert. I have been reading the newspapers all my life, and 
books, and I never heard of the word " picketing'' being used in the 
sense you use it in. But we always learn something from Chicago. 

Mr. Job. You never heard of it being used in that sense? 

Mr. Gilbert. No, sir. 

Mr. Job. The picketing they do, the dragging about, the slugging 
they do to the nonunion men who want to work there would make a 
novel that would be more full of interesting episodes than the lives of 
the James brothers. 

I can tell you of a case of the picketing of a woman who was 
employed by the National Biscuit Company. She wore a geen shirt 
waist, Vhich was a rather conspicuous mark for them. They watched 
her and followed her until one day they discovered where she lived. 
It happened that she lived on one floor of the building and there was 
another woman who wore a green shirt waist, and who lived on another 
floor of the same building. She happened to go out one da) r after 
they had located this first woman, and when she came out they made 
a mistake and they jumped onto her, and the women were as bad as 
the men. They made a little mistake that time, but it illustrates how 
they do things. 

JVIr. Spalding. I want to ask you a question, which I do not think 
has very much relevancy to this matter, but I am going to ask it, as it 
i$ a matter that was touched on by Mr. Gompers here, and your name 
was connected with it, in making an explanation regarding the livery 
drivers' strike in Chicago. 

Mr. Job. Yes, sir. Is it in the American Federationist? 

Mr. Spalding. Yes; it is in the American Federationist. He made 
practically the same statement here, I think, and we have a report of it. 
Among other things there was mentioned a letter from Cornelius P. 
Shea, general president of the International Brotherhood of Team- 
sters, in which he charges that you, "on the morning after the fire, 
published a statement in the paper that the drivers would not return to 
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work, and it was spread broadcast throughout the country by the 
papers, but in the very same paper in which this statement appeared 
was the signed prder of our general organizer, Albert Young, compell- 
ing the men to go back to work, which order was complied with." 

What I wanted to get at was whether \'ou personally investigated 
the facts in that case. I do not think it is particularly material, except 
that it has been touched upon. 

Mr. Job. I will tell you about that. I was in the office during the 
afternoon when the fire broke out, with three or four newspaper fel- 
lows, who come there every day to find out about our side of the ques- 
tion. They were there when, Mr. W. D. Moone, of 2021 Wabash 
avenue, telephoned that the liverymen were on a strike and had been 
for some time. As I said, these newspaper boys were there at the 
time, and that is how they came to have it. I said "What is it?" 
He says "My name is Moone." This was about half past 4 o'clock or 
5 o'clock, and the fire broke out at half past 2 or 3 o'clock. He said 
" 1 have received a telephone message"—! don't know whether he said 
from the city officials, or the police officials, or the Iroquois Theater 
people — but somebody had told him of that fire. 

I said "Yes." By "that time everybody thought that there might 
be 80 or 90 people killed, but nobody realized the extent of the disas- 
ter. He said "Our drivers are out on strike. They have telephoned 
down and asked me if I wouldn't send down carriages and wagons to 
help take away the dead." I said "Did you do itr' He said k% No;"' 
that he sent into the saloon where they were accustomed to loaf and 
told them to pass the word about this fire. He said he hitched up 30 
or 40 wagons, and even took buggies and carriages belonging to his 
customers. He got the wagons ready and he asked the men to come 
in to drive them, and told them that this service would have nothing 
to do with the strike. They said "Oh, go on; you can't catch us with 
that kind of talk." That happened in a private conversation over the 
telephone. I was talking to nim and the newspaper bovs heard it, 
and they gave it to Mr. A. C. Bartlett, who is a very estimable man 
in Chicago. 

One day about a week after the accident, he said to me, "1 under- 
stand that Mr. Gompers claims that statement is not right." I said, 
" It is, and 1 will give you an affidavit to that effect." I did, and I wrote 
to Mr. Moone andsenthim my affidavit which he handed to Mr. Bartlett. 
He made further investigation on his own account, and he came to the 
same conclusion that I did — namely, that these people had refused in 
that time of peril to go and lend their assistance. It may be that they 
were drunk, or something of that sort. Hack drivers are likely to 
drink a good deal. But it is hardly likely that 50 or 100 would be atone 
time. Mr. Young heard of that article. I happened to tell one of his 
friends about the matter in the lobby of the Sherman House. He 
asked me about it and I spoke of it and he must have told Mr. Young. 
Mr. Young next day very diplomatically called the strike off for a 
certain length of time. Up to that time these gentlemen even picketed 
the dead. 

I went to my home in Evanston just before the fire, and there were 
three funerals on the train — the funerals of three infants, I judged. 
There were four or five pickets there. I recognized the nature of 
their business, although I did not know them. They kept looking 
around to see where the coffins went in, I saw them get off when the 
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coffins were taken off. This is a sample of what they did at a funeral. 
They didn't break open the coffins, and they didn't slug anybody. 
But as the coffins were taken out of tne baggage car — there seemed to 
be the bodies of two children, in two little wnite coffins — these men 
would rubber over the shoulders of the people, and they seemed to be 
putting down something in a notebook, either the name or something 
that was on the plate. I was on the platform, and I saw what hap- 
pened. That very act in looking and taking down or writing some- 
thing in a book might have had as much effect, under those circum- 
stances, as shaking your fist under a man's nose might have under 
other conditions. That is a sample of what they did. 

Of course, in reference to this other matter of the picketing of the 
dead in the labor strike, perhaps that was overestimated. We have 
some enterprising newspaper fellows who tell big stories sometimes; 
but it is a fact that they picketed the dead in Chicago. 

A Bystander. You say the employers anticipated the strike of the 
laundry workers by locking them out? 
■ Mr. Job. Yes. 

A Bystander. On evidence presented by the chief of police last 
January 

Mr. Job. No; not on his evidence. 

A Bystander. On statements made by the chief of police? 

Mr. Job. No; the lockout of the laundries was a year ago this 
month. The chief of police did not testify until last January. 

A Bystander. I understood you to say that the few of the officials 
there had said that there was no such thing as a peaceful strike, and 
that you anticipated the strike of the laundry workers, and that you 
justified a sympathetic lockout. 

Mr. Job/ We did not do it on that basis. The fact is that you and 
Mr. O'Connell and Mr. Gompers know that there are no peaceful 
strikes in Chicago. . We knew it, too; and we did not have to wait for 
the chief of police to tell us. You perhaps know, if you are a labor 
man, and any well-informed labor man in this town, or in any other 
town, and particularly the teamsters, know that they have what they 
call a wrecking crew in Chicago for strikes; and thej' wreck, too. 

A Bystander. I have been in Chicago a number of times and, I 
know nothing about it. 

Mr. Maddox. I think it would be well, perhaps, to ask Mr. Job 
whether he requires additional time on some future day. 

Mr. Job. I have some data 1 would like to furnish the committee. 

Mr. Maddox. Do you expect to submit a written argument? 

Mr. Job. Yes. 

Mr. Maddox. And you do not desire more time? 

Mr. Job. I do not think I do. 

STATEMENT OF ME. JAMES SELDON COWDON, OF WASHING- 

TON, D. C. 

The Chairman. Is there anybody else to be heard? 

Mr. Cowdon. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. James Seldon Cowdon. I 
am interested deeply in the labor question, and I have listened to the 
statement of Mr. Job, of Chicago, this afternoon with a great deal of 
interest. It is the first time I have been present and nave had an 
opportunity to attend these hearings on the eight-hour bill. I do not 
know that you can give me perhaps five minutes of your time, but I 
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have brought a bundle of data which I think shows the evils, in a 
broad way, extending over the whole country, something like Mr. Job 
has pictured it. I have also a bill of my own in which you gentlemen, 
if you will kindly consider it, will find my remedy for the evils. 

To my surprise I find an employer here standing right by my^ side 
and saying, * fc I am in favor of a national remedy for this trouble/' 
I say to you gentlemen, if you will allow me, that I tender you this 
class of information, and I would like the chairman or somebody to 
look it over, and if it is satisfactory put it in your record. 

I do not want to take up your time, but I submit it and ask some- 
body who is interested to look at a few of these statements and find 
out if Mr. Cowdon has gathered something here that is worthy of your 
consideration. That batch is the evil; this batch is the remedy. I 
submit it to you all with the most earnest appeal that it be put in the 
record. 

Mr. Gilbert. By whom is it prepared? 

Mr. Cowdon. By me. These things are clippings, and these others 
are produced from a little paper called the Appeal to Reason, from 
Girard, Kans. This one is The Black and White Slaves of the South. 
That is Colorado's Struggle for Freedom. 

I think this article here is the most startling arraignment I ever saw 
in my life of our civilization. 

Mr. Spalding. What is it from ? 

Mr. Cowdon. Do you wish me to read it? It would not take three 
minutes to read it. I would like to read it. 

Mr. Spalding. What is it from? 

Mr. Cowdon. It is from the Journal of the Knights of Labor, of 
February, 1904. I do not wish to force myself forward to read it, 
but if you are willing to hear it 1 think you will hear some hot stuff. 
Here is the remedy. We must have a remedy for this thing, gentle- 
men. It can not go on forever. Some committee has got to find the 
remedy, or somebody has got to find it, and if Mr. Cowdon has struck 
a thing which is worthy of this committee's consideration I shall be 
pleased. This member of the employers' association says that if a 
national remedv can be found we want it. 

Mr. Job. I do not admit that we can find one, though. 

Mr. Cowdon. I do not mean to misrepresent you, sir. The gentle- 
man speaks of what will happen if we go on an eight-hour basis. I 
want to state that Mr. Cowdon has got a remedy on the four-hour 
basis. 

Mr. Caldwell. Are vou appearing for or against the ei<*ht-hour 
bill? 

Mr. Cowdon. I do not wish to have any misapprehension exist. 1 
am opppsed to eight hours, but I am in favor of it for the reason that 
I am in favor of four hours. That is the reason why I appear in 
opposition to eight hours, because I am in favor of four hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Why not have one hour; wouldn't that be better* 

The Chairman. You may file whatever you wish with the clerk. 

Mr. Cowdon. I thank you very much. I think it is worthy of con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Job. 1 think we ought to know whether that purports to go in 
the record in support of the bill or against it. 

The Chairman. I did not mean that it was to go into the report, but 
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that he could file it with the clerk here for future consideration by the 
committee. 

Mr. Cowdon. Very good. I believe your committee has a hearing 
day after to-morrow. In the meantime I would like to have this mat- 
ter looked over, and if it is satisfactory I would appear and speak fur- 
ther on the subject day after to-morrow. 

The Chairman. If we wish to hear 

Mr. Cowdon. Pardon me for just a moment further. The thought 
of Mr. Job, when he appeals for freedom, is one of the axioms of my 
life. I believe in freeaom, and I sav we never can get freedom for the 
Government until we get organization, and it can only come through 
some national system, through some system of public industries and 
public enterprises. 

The Chairman. You may file your documents, and if we wish to hear 
from you we will send for you. 

Mr. Cowdon. I thank you. 

The committee thereupon adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, 
March 23, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Washington, D. C, March 23, 1904.. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon Edward B. Vreeland 
in the chair. 

The Acting Chairman. I have received a communication from a 
gentleman- in Wilkesbarre, sending a written statement and asking 
that it be put in the record of the hearings. If there is no objection, 
the statement will be inserted. 

The statement referred to is as follows: 

Wilkesbarre, Pa., March 21, 1904,. 
The Committee on Labor, 

House of Representative*. 

Gentleman: In appearing before 3 T our honorable committee in oppo-' 
sition to the eight-hour bill, arguments for and against which are now 
being presented, there are many questions involved. 

In behalf of the Employers' Association of Wilkesbarre, Pa., and 
Wyoming Valley, which my colleague, Mr. Patterson, and myself 
have the honor to represent, we desire to protest to the best of our 
ability against the enactment of such a law. 

In America, above all countries, no restriction should be put upon 
individual effort and enterprise that would serve to check the progress 
of the nation. 

The development of the entire country from the time it assumed its 
place among the nations of the world, every epoch of which has been 
marked by successful and individual effort along all lines to expand, to 
build up, and to make such period more successful than the period 
immediately preceding is owing to unlimited enterprise and ambition. 

There is scarcely a limit to the tales that might be told of the splen- 
did development along the lines of industrial progress made possible 
by the toil of men working for success, working for advancement, 
working for individual as well as national prosperity. 

No restriction of hours has as yet been a bar, and we hope none ever 
will be. 
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Had this country in its Constitution adopted an eight-hour day, it is 
doubtful whether civilization to-day would have reached beyond the 
Mississippi. 

We should have been importing millions of merchandise, manufac- 
tures, and food stuffs; we should have had no foreign trade, and the 
energies and the ambitions of the people would have been stifled. 

To legalize an eight-hour day is to stifle individual, State, and 
national advancement. 

It would promote socialism, that fungus growth of a decadent 
society that seeks to level civilization and that has raised its threaten- 
ing hand against the institutions of this country. 

It is the idle, the lazy, the socialistic, and anarchistic who hate 
honest labor, industry, and all toil. 

The tendency of organized labor to-day, choking all effort and 
endeavor on tne part of the individual to secure advancement by 
industry and intelligence, is to give support to socialistic ideas in the 
leyeling of the good workman with the bad one, in demanding the 
same pay, in the shortening of the hours from ten to nine, from nine 
to eignt, and so on. 

If a precedent be set by the legislative branches of the United States 
enacting this law, will it not be easy to establish a seven-hour day, or 
a six-hour day, or a four-hour day, or anything else ? On what ground 
should the liberty of the individual to work for whom he pleases and 
as long as he pleases be abridged ? 

You are asked to approve such a bill, which is against the interests 
of independent labor of this country. 

It is to them, three or four times as many in number, that you are 
asked to deliver this blow. 

These independent citizens ask the same liberty of action as to their 
daily toil as has been granted to all citizens in religious and other 
matters. 

Should an eight-hour law be enacted it would deliver a blow to 
manufacturing enterprises in this country. 

It can not be hoped that other countries will be ready to meet the 
United States on such grounds. 

Naturally, America, which pa\ T 8 to-day the highest wages to her 
artisans of any country on earth, can not meet foreign competition by 
advancing wages 20 per cent more. 

The shortening of the hours of labor beyond the reasonable limits 
which the manufacturers of this country have now established — that 
is to say, ten hours — would nipan also the loss of efficiency and skill. 

This has proved to be the case throughout the building trades indus 
try in Wilkesbarre and Scranton. 

We note a marked decrease and inattention on the part of the 
employee which has developed during the last two or three years, 
since the shortening of the hours of labor. 

The output is greatly reduced, and the tendency is still to further 
reduce it. 

It is to be regretted that the shortening of the hours of labor has 
had this effect; out we think that it has resulted from the fact that 
organized labor has forced the eight-hour day throughout these com- 
munities. 

In the Senate Committee on Education and Labor Mr. Beek, of St 
Paul, last Thursday referred at length to the experience of the Gov- 
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eminent in building two cruisers, the Cincinnati and the Raleigh, 
showing that under the law of 1892 these two cruisers cost as much to 
build as three cruisers would have cost had they been contracted with 
private parties, under the ten-hour working-day. 

That this would be the effect commercially has been more than 
demonstrated. 

In the city of Wilkesbarre, Pa., where the eight-hour and nine-hour 
day have been forced upon the employers by the unions, a marked 
decrease, hour for hour, has been noted. 

As an illustration in the increase of wages by the shortening of 
hours, I would say that a journeyman carpenter four years ago received " 
in my city $2.25 for ten hours' work. 

To-day any kind of a carpenter receives $2.60 for eight hours' work, 
an advance of over 44 per cent. His efficiency has not been greatly 
reduced. 

In a large degree they are not amenable to discipline. This condi- 
tion of affairs locally has been the prime cause of the stagnation that 
exists in the building industry and of a material progress of the city 
for the last three years. 

Enterprises established are interfered with in management and con- 
duct of their affairs by incessant demands for shorter hours and more 
wages. 

For several years past the united efforts of the board of trade to 
establish additional industries in the city of Wilkesbarre has gone for 
naught when outsiders have investigated the changed conditions of 
business. 

A committee representing organized labor, who four years ago called 
at my office demanding an eight-hour day, stated as one of the rea- 
sons for shortening the hours of labor that it was necessary to pro- 
vide for the immigrants arriving weekly. 

To the question asked the committee, as to whether they would 
want an eight-hour day after they secured the nine-hour day, they 
answered that they would. 

Asked if they would eventually move for a seven and six hour day, 
they said, "Of course." 

I have never known or heard of a case where hours of labor were 
not shortened at the expense of the employer and the consumer. 

But while the argument has been made that this eight-hour bill is 
bill controlling only the work under Government contract and would 
not affect private business, I wish to say that there would not be the 
least doubt but that it would be made effective wherever possible by 
organized labor in such cities and towns as they might consider them- 
selves strong enough, and there is no question but that an eight-hour 
commercial clay would be striven for throughout America, which would 
upset the business interests of the country. 

The reduction of the hours of labor should come through a process 
of evolution without a doubt. 

The laws of supply and demand and the business interests of the 
country would determine when and how the hours of labor might be 
safelv reduced. 

I do not think that manufacturers and business men would object to 
a shorter workday if it were to come about in such a< manner. 

But the difficulties encountered in the building up and developing 
of a business or a manufacturing plant are great enough to call for the 
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utmost care, skill, and business acumen in order to insure even a 
reasonable degree of success. 

Therefore we hold it unwise to interject at this time into the many 
perplexing questions confronting us to-day the arbitrary enactment of 
an eight-hour law. 

The action of organized labor, in many cases unwisely led, has driven 
many old-established enterprises out of business. 

It is forcing consolidation of capital. It is driving the smaller man 
out of business — the man on whom largely depends the development, 
.enterprise, and stability of the country. 

In order to show the character of the immigration that organized 
labor are providing labor for, and to show that these converts to their 
faith are drawn from the undesirable elements of the world's society, 
and to show why it is that the mining regions are the scenes of so much 
bloodshed and violence, I herewith append a list taken from the records 
of l<uzerne County for the year ending December 22, 1903, of 1,049 
citizens who swore allegiance to the United States during the past year: 
Russia, 510; Austria, 184; Hungary, 143; Italy, 57; Germanv, 56; 
England, 46; Wales, 29; Ireland, 12;' Scotland, 4; Prussia, 4; Sweden, 
Poland, Greece, and Turkey, each 1. 

To the ignorance of the laws and customs of this country by the 
foreigners in their downtrodden state in the old country is ascribed 
the overladen dockets of the courts of justice in the mining regions. 

The enactment of an eight-hour law would mean the enforcement of 
the closed shop — another step in socialism. 

Herbert Spencer, one of tne greatest thinkers of the present age, 
said that "America, notwithstanding the position she occupied among 
the nations of the world, could not evade the destiny of the older 
nations of Europe, which showed at present deeply rooted socialistic 
movements." 

There is scarcely a doubt but that there is a strong undercurrent of 
socialism being developed in the ranks of organized labor which 
threaten American institutions and the rights of the people. 

There should be no hesitation in supporting and maintaining the 
rights and privileges of the citizens of this country— defending them, 
if need be, by the strong arm of the Government. 

In many sections of the country none but union men can find 
employment. 

I know one establishment where 70 per cent of the men employed 
are in the union against their own will. They are not now permitted 
to work more than eight hours a day except with the consent of the 
business agent, and then time and half time, at such hours as they may 
see fit to set. 

These men are looking for freedom. They want to work longer 
hours. They are looking to Congress to give them relief as citizens 
of a free country. 

President Roosevelt has said: "Every man must be guaranteed his 
liberty and his right to do as he likes with his property or his labor, 
so long as he does not infringe the rights of others." 

This, gentlemen, is brief, strong, and to the point. 

The question has been asked by Thomas Shaw, in his articles in the 
St. Paul Dispatch, " whether it is not true that labor unions, by unduly 
restraining hours of labor among their members, by insisting on a 
minimum wage scale, and by otherwise interfering unjustly with the 
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work of employers, have so disturbed industrial relations that capital is 
already being withdrawn from investment?" — that greatest of all 
calamities, in a material sense, when carried to its full length, that can 
happen to employers. 

So far as my observation goes, I can answer " Yes" to the above 
question. 

In the building up of the Citizens' Industrial Association of America, 
and also admitting as members employees as well as employers, we see 
an association whose fundamental purpose is to establish harmony 
between capital and labor. 

Its objects and purposes are to put down disorder and enforce the 
law, permitting every American citizen to work when, where, and at 
what wages he chooses. 

The shortening of the hours of labor must come naturally, if it is to 
come at all. The law of supply and demand governs the hours, and 
should adjust itself. 

It has proven unwise in communities where it has been established. 

The great diversity in the lines of business, trades, and interests bars 
out, as highly undesirable and socialistic, the enactment of a universal 
eight-hour law, which would mean in many cases loss of business and 
the closing of industries. 

It would also mean an increase in the price of all commodities like- 
wise: the wage-earner would be relatively where he was before. 

His purchasing power would not be increased and n.either he nor 
anyone else would Tbe benefited. 

the advancement of the individual must come from the individual's 
efforts and industry. He must produce more labor which will bring 
him more pay. 

No reduction in hours can increase wealth; but it will increase idle- 
ness and evil tendencies. 

To see the mechanic on his wav home with the schoolboys, with his 
day's work done, is a sight which, even in this community, excites 
comment. 

Much better would it be for the individual and his family could he 
be employed several additional hours, earning for them in those extra 
two hours that sum that shall be the nest egg that is laid up against 
the rainy day; the start of a home, perhaps; that sum, maybe, which 
may send his boj T to college or set him up in business, as has been done 
by so many thousands. 

There is no stifling of individual enterprise in the hopes and aspira- 
tions of the home builder; there is no coercion except that of home 
influences for the betterment of self and family. 

In its atmosphere and surroundings will be found the ideal American 
wage-earner, who accepts and supports the laws, who helps make 
them, who is a home and nation builder, and who owes no allegiance 
save to God, his country, and his home. 

We ask you, gentlemen, to be as staunch in the support of the rights 
and liberties and the privileges of such a man, who is one of the several 
millions, as were our forefathers before us in the preserving of all that 
was dear to them. 

Let not the bars be lowered that shall admit undesirable elements of 
society, that shall* promote socialism, that shall disorganize business, 
that shall ruin our export trade, that shall take away a man's birth- 
right, that shall turn industry into idleness, ambition to indifference, 
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and that shall furnish material well prepared to receive the doctrines 
of would-be destroyers of home and liberty. 

I am, gentlemen, very respectfully, yours, 

W. C. Shepherd, 
President Employers* Association of Wilksbame, Pa. 

Mr. Caldwell. There appears to be none of the gentlemen who are 
in favor of the bill present. Is there any objection to Mr. Calloway 
being heard % 

The Acting -Chairman. I think not. It is just as well to hear him 
now and fill up our time. Gentlemen, it seems that no one is present 
in favor of the bill, and there is a gentleman from Georgia present 
who wishes to be heard against it. If there is no objection on the 
part of the committee, we will allow him to proceed. 

Mr. Gordon. Mr. Chairman, I had the honor of addressing your 
committee on yesterday. I simply want to introduce the gentleman 
who is going to speak to you. I had the honor yesterday to address 
your committee as a Georgian in the cotton-manufacturing business. 
I was asked-to present the same views to the Senate committee, and I 
was asked by the chairman of the Senate committee if I knew that this 
bill exempted certain articles that could be purchased in the open 
market. I told him that I did not know that, out that we had in our 
Georgia delegation a gentleman who was a, manufacturer of goods 
under Government specification that could not be purchased in the 
open market. ' 

Mr. Hughes. The bill provides for that, too. It says, whether 
manufactured according to particular specifications or not. 

Mr. Gordon. I do not know about that. 

The Acting Chairman. It is the pretty general opinion that the 
Supreme Court will have to pass upon that. 

Mr. Hughes. But the bill does contain that. 

Mr. Gordon. I understand that the interpretation of the bill must 
be made later by the Supreme Court. At any rate we have before 
us this morning Mr. Fuller E. Calloway, of Lagrange, Ga. He is 
making Government goods. The particular point that was made in 
the Senate committee he will elucidate in his address. I will now 
introduce Mr. Calloway. 

STATEMENT OF MB. FULLER E. CALLOWAY, OF LAGBANGE, GA. 

Mr. Calloway. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
should not feel justified in taking the valuable time of this committee 
but for the fact that I come f rom a section of the country where man- 
ufacturing is in its infancy and consequently is extremely sensitive to 
adverse conditions, and the effect or a measure so radical and far- 
reaching as the proposed legislation in this bill will not only cripple 
and hinder further progress of our industries but many of them will, 
I am afraid, be wiped out of existence. 

Let me direct your attention briefly to a few controlling facts — facts 
which taken together make for us a condition which must be dealt 
with in terms 01 fact and not mere theoretical and aphoristic altruism. 

Manufacturing in the South is almost wholly confined to cotton, 
because we produce there the raw material for it. The industry is in 
its infancy and consequently is confined to the cheaper grades of cotton 
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product. The cheaper the grades of goods manufactured the smaller 
the margins of profit, and the simpler the processes of manufacture 
the greater the relative value of labor in the total cost, and conse- 
quently whatever unnaturally increases the labor cost endangers the 
margin of profit. 

The South can least of all sections of our country survive arbitrary 
high-priced labor. Because we have little money of our own we must 
have capital drawn from the richer sections of the country to build 
our mills and to operate them. Money with us is so costly that we 
are compelled to seek the cheaper money of other sections. We can 
not procure this money unless 6ur enterprises pay dividends which 
justify this eastern capital in seeking investment with us. Next to 
capital our labor conditions .are critical; our native population have 
been for generations trained on the farms and not in factories There 
is not a factory force in the entire South whose training in mills will 
average ten yea re. 

It will require twenty years yet to come to give us one generation 
of factory -trained help for the mills already built. However intelli- 
gent and willing and apt our help may be, it lacks all of that uniform 
excellence that must be bred in trie bone. We of this generation can 
hope for little relief from immigration either from abroad or from the 
older manufacturing centers of our own country. We are persuaded 
that whfere it is shown that southern mills paying the same wage as 
northern mills, climate milder, living cheaper, and hours of labor the 
same, there are other conditions which keep the northern laborer in 
the North. It is not my purpose to discuss the reasons for this. 

The fact of its being so is tne stubborn thing to be dealt with. Our 
own supply of such labor as we can get is inadequate to the demand. 
Shorter hours will not induce our people to quit the independent and 
open-air life of the farm for the mill as long as the price of cotton 
makes farming remunerative. The rigor of climate and povertv of 
soil has drained the New England farm and filled the New England 
mill. The reverse of these conditions in the South make mill recruit- 
ing slow. Our natural advantages are quickly stated. A climate per- 
mitting year-round work, cheaper living, and to an appreciable degree 
only the proximity of the mill to the raw material. Our disadvan- 
tages are: Lack or money, high-priced money, unskilled and insuffi- 
cient labor — an unnatural but unavoidable barrier to immigration. 

Apply these provisions of this bill to our labor, and instantly our 
profits reach the vanishing point. The South is no longer an inviting 
field for northern capital, and our industries perish. I shall not speak 
of the political phases of this legislation from the southern standpoint. 
That it is class legislation. That labor monoply is as unjust to the 
consumer as industrial monoply. I am here as a practical business 
man, prepared by my actual employment to offer in concrete proof of 
any proposition I have announced the menance of this legislation to 
the further prosperity of the two cotton mills I am connected with. 

I am secretary and treasurer of the Unity Cotton Mills, at Lagrange, 
Ga., and agent of the Milstead Manufacturing Company, at Conyers, 
Ga., both making cotton duck from 16 ounces to 128 ounces, or 8 
pounds to the square yard, and from the narrowest to the widest known 
to the trade. Both mills are independent of the duck trust and a large 
part of their product is made on special specifications for the Govern- 
ment, and it would be as impossible for tne Government to buy most 
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of the duck we make for them in the open market as it would be for 
them to buy armor plate of a hardware store. Consequently the pro- 
visions of this bill do not exempt our plants, as such goods as we 
make for the Government are not made up for stock or for the open 
market by any mill. If this bill becomes a law it will prevent us 
from further bidding on Government contracts, thereby entailing 
great loss to us as well as eliminating us as competitors for Govern- 
ment contract, which would certainly have the effect of forcing the 
Government to pay greatlv increased prices. 

Gentlemen, that is all I have to say, unless there are some question, 
you wish answers to. 

Mr. Caldwell. I desire to ask you how many hours a week or a day 
your employees work? 

Mr. Calloway. We work sixty-six hours a week. 

Mr. Caldwell. Six days of eleven hours each? 

Mr. Calloway. No; we work five days beginning at 6 o'clock in 
the morning and work until 12 o'clock. Then we start at 40 minutes 
after 12 and work until t>, with a short day on Saturday to make up 
for the extra time during the five days. 

Mr. Caldwell. The regular full week is sixty -six hours? 

Mr. Calloway. That is what it adds up. 

Mr. Hughes. I suppose you are aware that the manufacturers of 
the North complain bitterly of that fact — that you work sixty-six 
hours a week? 

Mr. Calloway. I know that. But that is one of our natural 
advantages. 

Mr. Foster. How many employees have you in your two mills? 

Mr. Calloway. About 700 — 350 in each mill. 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of your output is taken by the 
Government? 

Mr. Calloway. It varies, according to the demand. Sometimes it 
is 25 per cent, sometimes it is 50 per cent. Sometimes it is nothing. 
It varies according to the demand of the Government for the goods. 
They buy when they get ready. They do not buy in order to run our 
mill regularly. 

Mr. Caldwell. Do you manufacture Government goods all to spec- 
ification, or do you keep in stock goods such as they want? 

Mr. Calloway. They are all manufactured to specifications. Their 
specifications are different from anything we make for other people. 
Ihey are very particular about having their goods meet the require- 
ments of the specifications. 

Mr. Foster. It does not bear particularly upon the question, but 
you spoke of immigration. Are mostof your employees Southern 
people? 

Mr. Calloway. Ninety-nine per cent of them are. When we first 
started we got some Eastern people to come down and teach the busi- 
ness. That was all. 

Mr. Hughes. You can not get Eastern people or emigrants to work 
sixty-six hours a week. If there were a factory in mj T district where 
they work fifty-five hours per week manufacturing Government duck, 
you would have quite an advantage over them, would you not? 

Mr. Calloway. I think so. We have a natural advantage in the 
South because of the long day. 
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Mr. Conner. The Government gets the advantaged 

Mr. Calloway. That reduces the price to the Government. We 
have taken the business from the East and it is all practically in the 
South now; that is, as to the cheaper grades.^ The Eastern people 
have turned it loose, and they say, "'This is too cheap," and they are 
going on with the finer grades. 

Mr. Conner. Do you employ any colored help? 

Mr. Calloway. No; except one man in the yard. We call him a 
roustabout. He carts cinders and runs errands, etc. 

Mr. Foster. The mills in the South use white help? 

Mr. Calloway. Altogether. We use white, native help. We use 
descendants of the people who came over with Oglethorpe when Georgia 
was settled. They have been farming for years there, and when cot- 
ton got down to 4 and 5 cents a pound the} 7 couldn't make a living on 
tne farm. 

Mr. Foster. Are your employees paid by the piece? 

Mr. Calloway. It depends on the department. Some are paid by 
the piece and some, by the day; because you can not measure by the 
piece in some departments. 

Mr. Foster. Where do you pay by the dav? 

Mr. Calloway. In the opening room. You can not measure the 
cotton that goes through that room, and that is not paid by the piece. 
On the loom, wher.e the cotton is woven, we pav by the piece. 

Mr. Foster. Where they work by the day, what is the average pay? 

Mr. Calloway. Of the pieceworkers? 

Mr. Foster. No; the day workers. 

Mr. Calloway. They get from 75 cents to $3 a day. The piece- 
workers earn from $1 to $1.50 a day. 

Mr. Caldwell. What proportion of your employees are male and 
what proportion are female ? 

Mr. Calloway. 1 should think, because of the fact that our work is 
almost all heavy work, that probably two-thirds of the employees are 
male. I am not positive about that. 

Mr. Hughes. What is the age limit down there? 

Mr. Calloway. There is no law in Georgia on the age limit. 

Mr. Hughes. Have you any idea 

Mr. Calloway. In our mill we do not work a child under 12 years 
of age. 

Mr. Hughes. How many children do you employ who are about 12 
years of age? 

Mr. Calloway. There are not many about 12 years of age, unless 
vou call 13 or 14 or 15 about 12. Another thing is that we run pub- 
lic schools for the children, and we make them go to school between 
the ages of 12 and 18. They have to go to school part of the time and 
work part of the time. We have a model village there, with a good 
school, and we send the children to school. It is to our interest to 
train our help up, and, more than that, a fair education will make a 
better workman. 

Mr. Conner. What agitation is there on the part of the employees 
for this law? 

Mr. CalloWay. None. They are against labor laws in our section, 
and thev are all satisfied. 

Mr. Hughes. Do not some of them work fourteen or fifteen hours? 
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Mr. Calloway. I don't think so. Some of them work at night, 
you know. My machine shop sometimes runs at night, in order to 
make repairs. 

Mr. Hughes. What is the average wage there* 

Mr. Calloway. The weavers get $1 and $1.50 on piecework, you 
know. Then the sweepers, old men who sweep the floor and do such 
work, get 75 cents a day. The children get 40 to 80 cents a day. 
The women weavers get $1 to $1.50 a day. We work men mostly, 
because of the heavy work. It is only on the lighter fabrics that 
women can stand it. 

Mr. Conner. Can a woman do it the same as a man? ^ 

Mr. Calloway. Yes, sir; the women are cracker jack weavers. 
They beat the men. They are more attentive to their work. They 
do not have to go out as often as the men. 

Mr. Schulteis. What per cent of the employees are below the age 
of 21 years ? 

Mr. Calloway. I would saj% just as an estimate, 33i to 40 per cent. 

Mr. Schulteis. What percentage are below the age of 18 if 

Mr. Calloway. 1 should say 25 per cent. We only work children 
in one department of our mill. We run a heavy mill, you understand, 
and we can only work them in the spinning department. That depart- 
ment does not take up a tenth of the floor space. That is fine spin- 
ning, and all the children do is that the girls tie up the broken threads 
ana the boys take off the bobbins as they are filled and carry them 
away. That only takes them twenty minutes, and then they can sit 
down for forty minutes. The girls do not do anything but tie up 
threads when they break. 

Mr. Schulteis. About what percentage are 15 years old and under* 

Mr. Calloway. Probablv 10 or 15 per cent — between 12 and 15 per 
cent. Then we alternate the children. We control our village, you 
know. We own the whole village — and it is quite a little town, you 
understand. In heavy work like this we have to have so many grown 
people that it gives us more children than we can use, you under- 
stand; and for this reason we have this school going, and we keep 
about half of the children in the school and about half of them work- 
ing, and alternating. 

Mr. Schulteis. Your employees do not own their own homes 1 

Mr. Calloway. No, sir; we own them. We want to control the 
whole shooting match. We own the school, the church , and everything. 
Our superintendent is the minister of the church, and he preaches the 
sermons and officiates at funerals, and he marries and buries them. 

Mr. Conner. Is there any incentive or inducement offered for a 
man to secure a home of his own ? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes. I suppose we may have ten or twenty people 
working for us who live on the outside and who have bought their 
homes. We own 100 acres in a square there, and out on the edge of 
that square there are some individuals who have built houses to rent, 
as an investment. Now and then one of our operatives will buy a 
little piece of land and build a house. I suppose there are ten or fif- 
teen or twenty of them. 

Mr. Conner. How is the rental fixed for the houses they live in? 

Mr. Calloway. We rent them a three-room cottage with a half 
acre of land for $3 a month. We have the town divided up into lots 
100 by 200 feet, with streets 70 feet wide, and alleys, and everything. 
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We rent a three-room cottage, with a front yard, a back yard, and a 
garden, for $3 a month. 

Mr. Schulteis. Does your company own the stores? 

Mr. Calloway. No, sir. 

Mr. Schulteis. Who owns them ? 

Mr. Calloway. They go to town to get their supplies, and there 
are thirty or forty different people who own the stores. We pav 
cash, ancf we do not have checks, or stores, or drawbacks of any kind. 

Mr. Caldwell. You say you rent a half acre of ground with a cot- 
tage for $3 a month* 

Mr. Calloway. Three dollars a month for a three-room cottage. 
We rent a four-room cottage for $± a month, or a five-room cottage 
for $5 a month — $1 a room. They get 100 feet front and shade trees 
and sidewalks, and they have a well on the back porch. They use 
well water in the country, and to save going out in the winter and 
catching cold it is convenient to have the well on the back porch. 

Mr. Conner. You take the rent out at the end of the month? 

Mr. Calloway. We take it out of the ticket. 

Mr. Conner. You say you bury these people? 

Mr. Calloway. I do not mean that we pay for the burial, unless 
they haven't the money to do it themselves. In that case we would 
see that a person had a decent burial. They have among themselves 
a little association in which they pay 10 or 20 cents a week, and that 
association buries them. If they do not belong to the association, we 
would do it. We feel like those people are our people, and there is 
no reason we should not do all we can for them. We feel very kindly 
toward our people. 

Mr. Caldwell. Have you ever had a strike in either of your facto- 
ries? 

Mr. Calloway. We never have. 

Mr. Gompers. Does the company provide for the education entirely 
out of the funds of the company ? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes. The State of Georgia spends something like 
one and a half to two millions of dollars for education to run school for 
four months, and it is a free school. We make a report for the four 
months and the State gives us a pro rata share of that money for the 
four months. 

Mr. Caldwell. That is the public school fund? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; to allow four months free to everybody in the 
State. We run nine months, but for those four months tney allow us 
to make reports of how many scholars we have taught, and they pa}* 
us 90 cents or $1.25, or whatever the amount is according to grade. 
You understand they give us the same as any school for four months 
of schooling, but we run nine months. 

Mr. Conner. How nianv churches do you conduct? 

Mr. Calloway. Well, the mill proper built a large Union church. 

Mr. Conner. But what denomination is it? 

Mr. Calloway. It is a Union Church; and out on the edge of the 
property is a Baptist Church, a Methodist Church, and a Christian 
Church that these denominations built themselves. They felt like 
they wanted a church of their own as they got stronger; and there is 
a Christian Church, a Baptist Church, and a Methodist Church right 
out on the edge of the property. 
E H 21 
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JVlr. £Juoh$s, ,Do vou/nean th^t the Baptist Church and the Metho- 
dist Church are not 'Christians $ 

Mr. Calix> wax, ^Qh^np^biit, they have a church that they call the 
Christian Church. 

Mr. Caldwell. The Carmaelites'4 

Mi?. .Qalmwat.. Tfte.CarpiaeJites; yes. That is what they call it; 
arndl^n't li^ to cji^pge the name of the church when the pastor 
calls, it the phristjap, Church. 
;< Mr : iprp^DQ^ J\f r,,C|bau-man, may I make a statement? 

T'he Acting Chairman, res, sir. 

Mjv Gqj*P9js T ., ftlr> Chairman, the point has been raised about the 
employment .ofjCplorecl help in southern cotton mills. You will pardon 
me fpivppakipg a perspnal pllusipp if I say that I was brought up, as I 
call ik,ifl Massachusetts anc^ raised in Georgia. I was really raised in 
Massachusetts,; but J have .been in the South for about twenty-three 

J ears., ,*the question of the whjt$ and black populations down there 
as always, been a y$ry interesting study to me, and also these ques- 
tions in regard to the poor whites, being employed in the cotton mills. 
I would like to ask Mr, Calloway: if he thinks, as a native Southerner 
and> manwjbo,htys bqea manufacturing for years, that the negro is a 
prapt^cal.proppsitiqn as a cptton-mill operative? 

Mr. Cl^ow^Y. l,clo npt, 
, Atr^FosTRB, , Befprehe an^er$ that I want to say that when I asked 
that (jmastipn— I,do not >vant yp,i,i to think that I was raising the negro 
quqstyon a,t all,- ,,:.,,.; 

I^r. C^^ipfyv^V. /^Noi you, c*vn ask me any question you wish. 1 will 
not take it in a wrong sense. 

, ]Vfl> r ftWPPF? 3^9 r^sp^! I t Wftnt to bring this out is that the ques- 
tion was asked me yesterday in the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor why it was that we did not employ negroes in the cotton 
m ( i|ty. ( . I |3tftte$ tQ tjuq qhairman fif the committee, Senator McComas, 
that I, for one, would be willing, and I knew that others would be, to 
put, up ^ suffipienj^anpount pf,pppital, if the people in the North would 
jpin.^and.ri^k.thpir ^P^1 P to make an absolute proof of whether the 
nftgro could bejijpn^e a cppablq cptton-mill operative. 

, T wwt further, .an^itQld ^hepenate committee that we had an exam- 
ple in the South— at Charleston, S. C. The Charleston cotton mill 
was built to be operated by white Jabor, but it has proven to be a fact 
tj^tjp / £pjttp^ l ipjll ) jn, Jhe Sputhi^ successful at a seaport town, simply 
b^qm^.tjie.ftvqrftge.ot w;agt?s M po high at seaport towns. You can 
nbtigpt jtnp peppje to.w.prjs t^hpre in the cotton mill as cheaply as you 
ctyn'ju ^e.in^vior, com$pque»ntly the cotton mill at the seaport town 
cwq^voft, p,$ .^ imie^s^qc;ec4)a^ainstithe cotton mill in the interior. So, 
by common consent, even the people in Charleston, whom you would 
think might naturally, b^y^fy foiling of prejudice against the negroes, 
raise4n9 ( Rrpt)e^t whqn they tried to operate it with negro help. It 

roved a failure under Sp^thfepn management. It was then taken up 

y ,a p^pnjiqefltNpw^prk, commission house, with the head of which 
firm I $xi) well ^co^jnted, ; and wh° t°ld me the whole story. 

•jfe.put ^ii ^arge,pf that anil 1 pne of the very ablest South Carolina 
rnanajfaptu^ersp ,a mail who l^p.been in the business all his life. They 
ende^vprpd.tp oppj;a/te, :that, mill, with colored labor for two or three 
years, and it was an unsuccessful attempt. Those gentlemen will tell 
you from practical experience that they did not succeed. Of course 
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that is not an absolute proof that it can not be done, and you will find 
southern men as well as northern men ready to put up money if any- 
body wants to experiment with it; but in business, as a rule, it does 
not pay to experiment, and that is one reason why the matter has 
never been taken up again. That mill in Charleston had every possi- 
ble chance to succeed in the way of plenty of capital and able man- 
agement, and the only thing that was lacking was the fact that the 
average colored man does not prove to be a persistent and energetic 
handler of the cotton machine. It is necessary that the man who oper- 
ates a cotton machine should become a part of it, so to speak, and 
stav by it. 

'The Acting Chairman. Do you think they would develop into it? 

Mr. Gordon. You could take a community, and perhaps out of a 
large community select certain negroes that would be capaole. 

The Acting Chairman. The reason 1 asked that was that I went 
through a large steel plant up in Ohio a few weeks ago, and in going 
through there I noticed four or five colored men. They told me they 
were very excellent employees. I suppose they were selected. 

Mr. Gordon. We have had some experience. I am at the head of 
a large cotton mill. We employ negroes wherever we can introduce 
them. All our yard hands are negroes, and all our people in the ware- 
houses, cutting open cotton, and that class of work, are negroes. 

Mr. Conner. Do you notice any difference in the efficiency of the 
colored help when they are educated ? 

Mr. Gordon. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Conner. Would education solve this question? 

Mr. Gordon. Industrial education does. Right on that point, if I 
am not out of order 

The Acting Chairman. Perhaps 1 ought to suggest that we are 
taking the time of those who are in favor of the bill. We permitted 
this hearing to go on because none of the gentlemen in favor of the 
bill were present 

Mr. Gompers. We are not in a hurry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gordon. If there is no objection, 1 will state very briefly that 
1 have been for ten years on the school board of Columbus, Ga. We 
have in our schools there about 2,500 pupils, about half of them being 
colored and half white. While on that board I have been chairman 
of the committee on text-books and studies, and as soon as I became 
a member of that committee I saw the futility of attempting to edu- 
cate the negro children along literary^ lines. We have adopted in 
those sections industrial training, as it is employed at Tuskegee by 
Booker Washington. We are teaching the girls sewing and cooking, 
and teaching the boys the use of their nands, and are trying in a gen- 
eral way to instill into the minds of the colored children tne dignity 
of labor. While Columbus was the first city in the South to introduce 
that training, it is spreading all over the South, and public school 
education in the South to-day is being developed along that line. 

Mr. Caldwell. In addition to the ordinary branches of reading, 
writing, and spelling. 

Mr. Gordon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Calloway. The State furnishes and runs a free school for four 
months. Every negro in the State of Georgia can get four months' 
education free every year. We spend nearly a million dollars a year 
educating the negro. 
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Mr. Gilbert. The negroes have free school for six months in Ken- 
tucky, and the white people support them. 

Mr. Calloway. For four to nve months the Georgia free schools 
are open, and ever} 7 body has an opportunity to attencL The negroes 
take advantage of the opportunity to secure an education. Some of 
the negro women almost work their hands off to buy their children a 
new suit of clothes so that they can go to school. 

A Member. You hare separate schools? 

Mr. Calloway. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Gordon. Ever}' lime the question has come up in the Georgia 
legislature, and it has "come up repeatedly, as to paying for negro edu- 
cation only the amount of tax that the colored people contributed to 
the common fund, it has been defeated. 

Mr. Conner, lou give emphasis to the fact that they are free 
schools? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Conner. You have the same kind of schools for the white 
children ? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; but the white people pay practically all the 
taxes and give the negro just the same benefit as their children. 

Mr. Conner. They pay all the taxes, except what the colored peo- 
ple may pay. 

Mr. Calloway. This very same bill was brought up once or twice, 
that the taxes contributed to the school fund by the colored people 
should go to educate their children; but the colored people ray about 
$50,000 a year, perhaps, and the white people $950,000. That was 
defeated, and we give them the benefit of it. 

Mr. Foster. Of course, it has not much bearing here, but it is a 
fact that a great majority of the white children come from parents 
who do not pay taxes. 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; I think half of them pay very little tax. 

Mr. Gompers. How many mills in Georgia have anything like the 
same svstem of teaching the children as is practiced by vour two 
mills? * 

Mr. Calloway. 1 suppose 60 to 75 per cent. It is getting to be 
somewhat of a custom you understand. That has been an experiment 
in the cotton mill in Georgia. All experiments do not get perfect the 
first year, or in two or three or four years. We have a selfish motive, 
you might say. It helps to improve the labor, and it is to our interest 
to educate them. 

Mr. Gompers. And the other 40 per cent that does not have this 
system in operation; how about that? 

Mr. Gordon. I would like to answer that. The other 40 per cent, 
if you will allow me, are in cities where the municipality provides it. 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; the cities have public schools, and if they are 
in the country they get the benefit of four or five months' education 
free. The State furnishes it free to every child. 

Mr. Gompers. I should be perfectly willing to submit to anything 
that is within the bounds of reason, but when I am asking a question, 
with the permission of the committee, of any gentleman who is testi- 
fying before the committee, 1 do not think that gentleman ought to 
be interrupted bv another gentleman before an answer is given by the 
party to whom the question is directed. 1 have a purpose in making 
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the inquiry, and 1 would like to have the gentleman answer the ques- 
tion. Our friend, formerly from Massachusetts, and now from the 
South, can answer the question at some other time if he desires, after 
the gentleman has finished his answer. 

Mr. Gordon. I beg the gentleman's pardon. I shall be very glad 
to subside and wait until the proper time, if my opinion is of any value 
at all. 

Mr. Gompers. How about the other 40 per cent? You say 

Mr. Calloway. I would say that 60 per cent— this is only an esti- 
mate, and it may be 50 or it may be 70 per cent — of the mills that have 
been built within the last four or five years, or possibly longer, pro- 
vide for the education of the children. * Probably 30 per cent of the 
children are in cities, where the city runs free schools for nine months 
in the year, and the children get their education there. Then, the 
parents of a great many children feel interested in their education, 
and they hire a teacher in a little private school and pay for it them- 
selves during the time when the free schools are not open. 

Mr. Gompers. Your mill operates under the sixty-six hours a week 
rule? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes. 

Mr. Gompers. And you employ children not under 12 years of age? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gompers. But there may be mills in Georgia that employ chil- 
dren under 12 years of age? 

Mr. Calloway. 1 should say not. There might be one child in a 
hundred under 12, but I would say that 95 per cent of the children in 
cotton mills are over 12 years of age. There might be an exceptional 
case. 

Mr. Gompers. You say that without any hesitancy at all? 

Mr. Calloway. I do. 

Mr. Gompers. Without any hesitancy as to its accuracy ? 

Mr. Calloway. I think I am just about as sure of that as I am that we 
do not send negroes and white folks to the same school, as the gentle- 
man asked me a while ago. 1 will say that. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do the children from 12 to 13 years of age do? 

Mr. Callow t ay. They run spinning frames. That is the last opera- 
tion on the yarn before you weave it. 

Mr. Gilbert. How much physical exertion is required in that work? 

Mr. Calloway. Not that mucTh [illustrating by moving hand slightljj. 
Thev never have to lift over a pound or two. 

ifr. Hughes. The other argument against it is the confinement. 

Mr. Calloway. That is right; but our mill is well lighted and well 
ventilated. 

Mr. Gilbert. How many hours do the children work? 

Mr. Calloway. They work the same hours, but, you understand, 
the boys and girls do not have very much work to do. The girls do 
not have much to do. The only time they have to work is when a 
thread breaks, and they have to tie the thread. In a first-class mill 
they do not have much to do — they do not have much breaking of 
thread. When the bobbins get full of } 7 arn the boys come back for the 
yarn, and they put on empty bobbins. They call it doffing. Then 
they put the full bobbins on trucks and truck them away. Then they 
can sit down or do anything they like. They have a sort of a play room 



326 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

there. They have nothing to do until the bobbins get full again, you 
understand. The girls stay there, and they can see the threads as they 
break, and they tie them. 

Mr. Gilbert. How much time do you give them for rest or recrea- 
tion? 

Mr. Calloway. Forty minutes out of every hour. 

Mr. Hughes. They doff their machine and then wait until it is full 't 

Mr. Calloway, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilbert. Can they go out of the building and get fresh air? 

Mr. Calloway. Some of them are out and in all the time. We do 
not send them out. They have open spaces in between the looms, and 
they amuse themselves bv little games. 

Mr. Conner. The work of the girls does not require them to be on 
their feet all the time, does it? 

Mr. Calloway. No; they have little seats at the end of the spinning 
frame, and while the frame is running they sit down. When one of 
the threads breaks thev see it and they walk up and fix it, and possibly 
they take a little brush and run it down the frame and get the lint off. 
When we are making money the children don't do much work. They 
only have to work when we are losing money. 

Mr. Gompers. They work twelve hours a day for five days a week? 

Mr. Calloway. No; eleven hours and twenty minutes for five days 
in the week, and stop at 3 o'clock Saturday afternoon; they have forty 
minutes for lunch. 

Mr. Gompers. What opportunity have the children for education 
after being confined in the mill for eleven hours and twenty minutes a 
day? 

Mr. Calloway. Half of the children are at school all the time for 
nine months in the year, making about four and a half or five months 
when they have nothing to do but study. 

Mr. Foster. You have two sets of children? 

Mr. Calloway. That is it. In our mill we have more children 
than we know what to do with, because we have to have so many 
grown people. 

Mr. Gompers. Do you operate twenty-four hours a day? 

Mr. Calloway. No, sir. 

Mr. Gompers. Then how do you work two sets? 

Mr. Calloway. We work more grown persons than children. 
They are very prolific, and the consequence is we have more children 
on the ground than we can keep and pay them to work. 

Mr. Gompers. Do you literallv have one set of children at work 
one day and another set another day? 

Mr. Calloway. No; in September we start one set to work, and 
they work up to Christmas. Then they are taken out and sent to 
school in the spring, and those who have been to school go to work 
in the spring and work until fall. Some of the children do not work. 
Some of the parents send their children to school for nine months. 
The poorest of them get the opportunity of going to school half of the 
time. In fact, we force them to. We are obliged to force them to, 
because we can not use them all. It is a business proposition. We 
have not got room in our mill for all our children. 

Mr. Foster. You compel them to go to school? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes, sir; we allow them to live on the grounds, 
of course; but they must do as we want them to. 
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Mr. Gompers. You say there is no agitation for this 7 kind ^.legisla- 
tion in Georgia? , ' ' y ] 

Mr. Calloway. Not a bit. In Fulton County th^re is soine Agita- 
tion. There is a typographical union there, and their man fdhsfof 
the legislature, and ne puts in a word simply to hold his job, hio^tly, 
and to feel as if he is giving the people the worth of their nloneV. I 
think there is one in Augusta and one in Macon. r " 

Mr. Hughes. You want them to run twelve hours a day if you say sO ? 

Mr. Calloway. I think it is a pretty good idea to run your own 
business. We would rather prefer to control our business. 

Mr. Gompers. Do you know that the bill to limit the hours of labor 
of children, or of minors, passed one house of the legislature at the 
last session and came very near being passed ? 

Mr. Calloway. It did not pass one nouse. I was up there helping 
to keep it from being done. It got out of the committee, but it didn't 
pass the house. 

Mr. Gompers. I suppose you did that in the interest of your 
employees? 

Mr/ Calloway. We are against labor laws in the State. We are 
doing well. Industries are growing, and the people are happy and 
contented. Do not change a good thing until it gets to be a bad 
thing, and then change it quick. 

Mr. Gompers. Then reduce the hours of labor. 

Mr. Calloway. No; let nature decide it. Nature is the grandest 
thing in the world, anyhow. Look at me. I have worked fifteen and 
sixteen hours a day for the last sixteen years, and I am a pretty fair 
specimen; and I eat hot bread three times a day, which is against the 
law up in your country. [Laughter.] I have worked fifteen to six- 
teen hours a day for the last sixteen years, three hundred and thirteen 
days in the year. 

Mr. Gompers. Do you not have any holidays at all? 

Mr. Calloway. No holidays. 

Mr. Gompers. Or Sundays either? 

Mr. Calloway. Oh, Sunday is observed down there; yes, sir. It 
is very strict there in that respect. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you not have any holidays? 

Mr. Calloway. We have a holiday on the Fourth of July and 
Christmas Eve. We give a picnic and charter a train every spring. 

Mr. Hughes. Those are two holidays you have? 

Mr. Calloway. Usually we have three holidays. The first pretty 
day in May we hire a train and get plentv of cigars and cider, and take 
them for a picnic at Pearl Spring, and all have a good time. 

Mr. Goebel. How many men are employed by you? 

Mr. Calloway. In both mills? 

Mr. Goebel. Yes. 

Mr. Calloway. WelL I will give you the figures for one mill and 
you can double that. They are both about the same thing. Just as 
a rough guess, I should say 200 men, 100 women, and 50 children. You 
can double that for the two mills. 

Mr. Hughes. You think Divine Providence has intrusted the case 
of those families in Georgia to you? 

Mr. Calloway. Not at all. It is a selfish motive on our part. 

Mr. Goebel. What do you pay those children ? 
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Mr. Calloway. They get from 40 to 80 cents a day, according to 
their efficiency. 

Mr. Hughes. You think that is one of nature's laws — to pay 40 to 
80 cents a day 'i 

Mr. Calloway. I think it is nature's law to learn a man a trade, 
when he is absolutely ignorant of it. We lose money on him the first 
few months. We get mpst of our labor from the country back of 
us, where there is no railroad. You always find more white people 
where there is no railroad. The negroes stay close to where the train 
blows. [Laughter. ] It is a fact that if you go back in the country there 
you will find some of the old women now wno don't know that the war 
is over, and they are knitting socks for the soldiers. [Laughter.] We 
bring those people down to town. I am afraid this high cotton busi- 
ness is going to pull them back to the country. It is the low cotton 
that developed the industry. The white farmer making 5 or 6 bales 
of cotton at 5 or 6 cents a pound couldn't support his family, and he 
came to town; and after getting his hand in and learning something of 
the business, he could make good money in the cotton mill, and eat 
Ferris hams and have luxuries on his table and live where they hare 
churches and schools and electric lights on every corner. 

Mr.- Goebel. What per cent of the employees are colored ? 

Mr. Calloway. About one-fourth of 1 would be the New York 
Exchange rate. The onty ones we have are in the warehouse, where 
they truck the cotton around, and probably in the opening room. We 
have a negro to run errands and clean up the yards, and we have a 
negro fireman in the boiler room, and to truck the cinders out. 

Mr. Goebel. You don't throw one in the furnace now and then? 

Mr. Calloway. Not at all. Before the war they were worth $3,000 
apiece, and you don't throw $3,000 bills in furnaces. 

Mr. Caldwell. Suppose you had a negro sitting on a seat there 
waiting for a thread to oreak in the mill; what would he doi 

Mr. Calloway. In the winter time our mills are kept at a nice tem- 
perature. You have a nice warm room, and you put him in there, 
and let the looms go hum-m-m-m, with the temperature nice and warm, 
and he would go to sleep. He couldn't help it. I don't blame him 
for it. [Laughter.] He is born that way, and what is the use of 
blaming a man for a thing the Lord has put in him. Let me tell you 
something. You know in our country if a negro steals a chicken he 
gets five months; if a white man steals a chicken he gets five years. 
Thev don't punish negroes as much for theft and little things like that 
as they do the whites. I expect the negroes around the house to take 
a chew of tobacco or a drink of whisky. Why, I have the most faith- 
ful servant you ever saw, and she says, "Boss, please don't leave any 
whisky around." She has been with me ever since I was married. 
She says, "Don't leave any whisky or tobacco around/' She knows 
she would take it. Of course you know chickens and watermelons 
come under the negro rule, too. [Laughter.] If I was on a jury I 
wouldn't convict a negro for stealing a watermelon. The Lord put it 
in him. There is no desire on his part to do it. You need not tell 
me that a negro is of as high an order as Mr. Hearst, for example. 
Good Lord a mercv! [Laughter.] 

I think Booker Washington is a fine man, and I think he is doing a 
fine work teaching the negro, and in time the race will be benefited 
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by it; but it is going to take time. It can not come all at once. It 
takes long years. 

There is no negro question in our section. We have no trouble at 
all. They are my f nends. I have heard a friend of mine in New 
York say, "Why, 1 hate them worse than you do." I say, fc 'I don't 
hate the negro at all. You don't understand this matter.^' There is 
just a little fine vein between hate and social equality, you know, about 
a number 60 thread, you know. [Laughter.] 

I like the negro. A negro barber shaves me; a negro cook cooks 
for me; a negro coachman drives my carriage; a negress nurses my 
child. I wouldn't have a white servant. It embarrasses me to see 
men in full dress, like they have them at the New Willard, coming 
around and asking me what I want, and holding out their hands for 50 
cents. Whv, they are better dressed than I am, you know. [Laughter.] 

We are doing fine in our country. It is growing. Our town has. 
doubled in the last ten years. The whole country is growing. 

A Member. You have not made much dividends, have you if 

Mr. Calloway. We are making more than you think we are. The 
Southerners bought cotton early this year, "f hey were on the inside. 
The raw material that we have for our two mills that we operate 
advanced between October 6 and Januarv 31 to an amount more than 
our entire capital stock for both mills. We bought while it was low, 
you see. 

Mr. Caldwell. 1 judge that you are not only opposed to this bill, 
but are opposed to all labor legislation. 

Mr. Calloway. I am opposed to all labor legislation; yes. I think 
the natural law will bring the thing around rignt. You can not legis- 
late prosperity. Why, I know folks who if you put them in a gold 
mine would lose out; "put them in a room with $500, and lock the door 
and the windows, and they would only have $250 when you open the 
door a minute later. You can not legislate prosperity for that kind of 
people. I have seen two men right across the street from each other, 
doing the same business, and one would make money and the other 
would not. Don't think that you can legislate prosperity for every- 
body. If a man has not got natural ability and business ability, he is 
not going to succeed as well as a man who has ability. 

Mr. Conner. While you are philosophizing, will you be good 
enough to tell us how the Government would be a loser if this bill 
became a law ? 

Mr. Calloway. The Government would have to pay more for its 
cotton duck that they buv from us. It is made principally by us and 
the cotton-duck trust. \Ve are holding thein down on the price now, 
but if this goes into effect we would not be able to do it, and there 
would be only one bidder instead of two. If a man runs eight hours 
a day, he can not do work as cheaply as he can at eleven hours a day. 

T£e Acting Chairman. What percentage of your output goes to 
the Government? 

Mr. Calloway. It varies, according to the Government's needs and 
according to our success in securing the contract. Sometimes it is 25 
per cent, sometimes 50 per cent, and sometimes none. The Govern- 
ment will not buy our goods simply to keep our mill going, you under- 
stand. It will onlv buy when it gets ready and when we are the lowest 
bidder. So it varies, you understand. 
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Mr. Conker. Is there any labor agitation in the South? 

Mr. Calloway. There is none in our town. 

Mr. Conner. Are you familiar with the labor conditions? 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; they had a little agitation down in Augusta 
about three years ago. Some labor union folks from Fall River came 
over to put their ideas into operation in one of the mills; I think it was 
the King mill. They all walked out on a strike, and the Fall River 
people sent them all $ 2 a day to do it. * Now, I am not positive about 
this, but this is the way I heard it. As an old lady used to sav: 
44 Mrs. Jarboe told me that Mr. Jarboe told her that Bill Martin told 
him." [Laughter.] 

When the one mill shut down the employees in the other mills sent 
in their contributions to support them. Then the Augusta combina- 
tion of mills shut down, so that one mill hand could not work in any 
of the other mills. Then the Fall River people sent money to support 
them; but they soon had to send forty times that amount of money to 
support them,~ because all the other mills shut down. The money quit 
coming in, and then they came back and said, u We would like to 
arbitrate." When they came to arbitrate they found the operatives 
in the King mill were getting more than they demanded and were the 
best-paid labor in that section. They all went back on the old scale, 
and in that case the union did not succeed. The game was called on 
account of darkness or rain or something — money refunded at the 
gate. (Laughter.) 

That is the only labor trouble we have had there, and that turned 
out all right. We have no trouble at all. There is not a union man 
within 50 miles of our place. There may be some United States 
Union men, but I mean labor union men. 

Mr. Gordon. I may be able to throw some light on the question 
about labor agitation. The only unions we have are in the large cities. 

Mr. Calloway. Yes; like Augusta, and Macon, and Atlanta, and 
those cities. 

Mr. Gordon. And they draw their sinews of war from above the 
Mason and Dixon line. 

Mr. Calloway. They could live on that all right, but they got tired 
of sending the money when all forty or fifty broke down on them at 
once. 

Mr. Gompers. Inasmuch as this information that you have given the 
committee is based upon one having told another that some one else 
said a certain thing, is it not likely that the conclusion that would be 
drawn from that statement — thatsome one told others and they told 
you? 

Mr. Calloway. Not as to any of the other information except that 

Mr. Gompers. No; I mean the conclusion about the money being 
contributed by Fall River. 

Mr. Calloway. I prefaced my remarks by saying that I did not 
know it to be true. 

Mr. Gompers. You also add that qualification with very great 
emphasis. 

Mr. Calloway. I could not do otherwise, because I was not con- 
nected with it. 

Mr. Gordon. It was common report in the newspapers. There can 
be no question of doubt about that. 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 331 

Mr. Calloway. I think that is so. Mr. Hearst is a newspaper man, 
and he can vouch for the newspapers. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Hearst. We try to have a correct account of happenings. 

The Acting Chairman. I would suggest that there are those pres- 
ent who are in favor of the bill, and we are occupying their time. 

Mr. Calloway. If there are any other questions I will be glad to do 
the best I can; if not, I have finished. 

Mr. Hughes. I would suggest that hereafter you do not put your 
remarks in writing. 

Mr. Calloway. Whv? 

Mr. Hughes. I think you do very well without it. 

Mr. Calloway. 1 am unfortunate in this respect. I never did go 
to school as much as two years in all mj r life. I am not used to talk- 
ing on my feet. I was afraid I might get the rattles, you know, and 
not be able to say what I wanted to say. 

The Acting Chairman. I would like to find out from the members 
of the committee how much longer thev desire to sit. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman, Mr. O'Connell, on whom I relied to 
be here this morning to address the committee on our bill, is not in 
town, and from what 1 can learn he will not be here until to-morrow 
morning. So far as I am concerned, I am not prepared to go on this 
morning. I returned from my Porto Rican trip late last evening, and 
I would like to look over that which has been submitted on the part 
of the opposition before I say anything on the subject at all. 

Mr. Gtoebel. When would you like to go on ? 

Mr. Gompers. I would like to know what arrangements have been 
made thus far. Different parties seem to have different opinions 
about it. 

The Acting Chairman. My understanding is that we are to have 
hearings every dav until Thursday. Is that right? 

Mr. Maddox. Including Friday. 

Mr. Gompers. And how is the time apportioned? 

The Acting Chairman. We still have Thursday and Friday, Mr. 
Gompers, and if you need more time undoubtedly the committee 
would be willing to grant it. 

Mr. Gompers. How is the time apportioned? 

Mr. Maddox. I think there were to be alternate days for each side — 
to-day for the proponents of the bill and to-morrow for those who are 
against it; but as the gentlemen from Georgia have taken the time 
belonging to the proponents of the bill, I suppose it is understood that 
they would be entitled to as much time to-morrow as was taken of their 
time to-day. 

Mr. Gompers. The opponents of the bill will have to-morrow, I 
understand? 

The Acting Chairman. The gentleman has been explaining what 
the arrangement was about alternating days. We ffave permission to 
those who opposed the bill this morning to proceed, and they started 
in because no one was here who favored the bill. Having started in, 
they have used up the entire session, with Mr. Gompers's consent, 
given somewhat late during the session. I do not know what the 
arrangements are of the people who will be here to-morrow on the 
understanding that that is their day. I suppose the committee is 
willing to extend the time, if necessary. 
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Mr. Gompers. I understand Mr. Hayden desires to be heard for a 
moment. 

Mr. Hayden. I was simply going to suggest that the notice we 
received said that the arrangement for this week was that on the 23d 
and 25th the proponents would be heard, and on the 22d and 24th the 
opponents to the bill would be heard, with the 26th left for argument, 
and that possibly it would run over if it could not be completed on 
that day. As part of this day has been taken up by the cotton manu- 
facturers, of course it is only fair to yield that much of to-morrow, 
except that I do not know what arrangements have been made by the 
gentlemen who expect to be here to-morrow. There are a number of 
them on the Senate side to-day, and I think they expect to come here 
to-morrow. 

Mr. Conner. Do you prefer to have Friday, Mr. Gompers? 

Mr. Gompers. 1 prefer to have the last day. Any day will suit us* 
but we prefer the last day. 

The Acting Chairman. We will have to wait and see to-morrow 
what arrangements we can make. I suppose if these people come 
before the committee from a distance we will have to hear them. 

Mr. FosTfeR. I think the friends of the measure ought to be entitled 
to close* 

Mr. Maddox. I think it is understood that Saturday is to be devoted 
to those who desire to argue both against and for the bill. 

Mr. Conner. The people who have been before the committee 
to-day said they could not be here to-morrow, so they were permitted 
to <ro on to-day, and I asked Mr. Gompers if he preferred to take 
Friday. 

Mr." Hayden. I want to say to the committee, in regard to Satur- 
day, that the chairman of the committee at the first session asked Mr. 
McCammon if he would not take up the language of the bill and give 
his interpretation of it from a practical standpoint as well as from a 
legal standpoint. 1 simply want to give notice that he expects to be 
heard on that. 

Mr. Caldwell. With that understanding I move, for a purpose 
that I will state afterwards, that the committee go into executive ses- 
sion. 

The committee thereupon went into executive session, after which 
it adjourned until to-morrow, March 24, 1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Washington, D. C, March £J, 190k. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. John J. Gardner in 
the chair. 

The Chairman. The Manufacturers and Employers' Association of 
Trenton, N. J., as an association files a protest this morning against 
the eight-hour bill, signed by Richard C. Oliphant as president and 
Hugh Williamson Kelly as secretary. 

Certain manufacturers, merchants, and employers of Trenton, who 
are mostly, I presume, the individuals who are covered in the protest 
of the organization, also sign a protest against the bill. 

Those papers are filed by Mr. Kelly, the secretary of the association. 

The papers referred to are as follows: 
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MANUFACTURERS AND EMPLOYERS' ASSOCIATION, TRENTON, N. J. 

To the Honorable the members of the Committee on Labor of the House of Representatives of 

the United States. 

Gentlemen: The members of the Manufacturers and Employers' Association of 
the city of Trenton, numbering more than 100 individuals, and employing between 
6,000 and 7,000 workmen, desire to enter a most strenuous protest against any 
favorable consideration of the pending eight-hour bill <H. R. No. 40(34). The 
adoption of the measure by the National Congress woula seriously interfere with 
practically all the industries of New Jersey. As your committee well knows, at least 
the New Jersey members undoubtedly understand, Trenton is the principal pottery 
center of America. The kilns in these potteries are at present operated under a 
system by which one man alone is held responsible for their satisfactory firing. This 
man has absolute and undisputed authority in the management of the kiln from the 
moment the fire is started until it is drawn, from forty-eight to seventy-two hours 
afterward. It is, of course, not necessary that he be in constant attendance all this 
period, but he is constantly on watch for sixteen to eighteen hours of the time. This 
confining duty comes in the completion of the process, and to divide the hours 
between two workmen is impossible. The men themselves are absolutely opposed 
to any division or distribution of responsibility, and the good men would never will- 
ingly consent to any movement tending to hamper them in the slightest in this 
respect. 

The satisfactory operation of our other local industries where similar firing is nec- 
essary, such as in the malleable iron works and foundries requiring in some instances 
a week's process in the preparation of material, would likewise be prohibited. Numer- 
ous other objections of like character might be cited. In connection with the iron 
industry, however, in which Trenton shares very largely, your committee was recently 
most ably enlightened by Mr. I. W. Jenks, general manager of the American Steel 
Hoop Company's Mills at Mingo, Warren, Girard, Greenville, and Youngstown,and 
Mr. A. R. H unt, the general superintendent of the Homestead Steel Works. It can not 
be denied that these emplo> era, practical and experienced men, who have spent a life- 
time in the iron and steel business produced the most effective evidence ot the inju- 
rious, impractical, non-American and anarchistic features of the bill before you and 
a reference to their testimony will more fully explain the views and sentiments of 
the Manufacturers and Employers' Association of Trenton. 

We are unalterably opposed to the eight-hour bill. We most anxiously request 
that the foregoing objections be carefully weighed and that the committee accept 
this opposition in the serious, decided, and unequivocal manner in which it is 
intended. Possibly our objections may be best summed up in the following resolu- 
tions, unanimously adopted at the recent convention of the Citizens' Industrial 
Association at Indianapolis. 

Resolved, That the eight-hour bill pending before Congress is invasive of the rights 
of the laboring man of this country because it prohibits the employment of any 
workman more than eight hours in* any one calendar day, however much he may 
desire to work longer and however necessary it may be for him to do so. 

Resolved, That the bill is also destructive of the manufacturing interests of this 
country. 

Resolved, That it is socialistic in its character and purpose, and socialism and 
anarchism must not be allowed any foothold in this country. 

Resolved, That this convention is opposed to the passage of any such bill. 

All of which the Manufacturers and Employers' Association, of Trenton, N. J., 
most respectfully submits, and, in so doing, seeks the cooperation and support of 
every patriotic member of the National House of Representatives. 

Thanking vou, gentlemen, for your courteous, and, we trust, deliberate consider- 
ation of the foregoing, we are, 
Very respectfully, yours, 

Manufacturers and Employers' Association, 
Ricitard C. Oliphant, President, 
Hugh Williamson Kelly, Secretary. 

To the Honorable, the members of the Committee on Laltor of the House of RepreHentalives 

of the U.iited States. 

Gentlemen: We, the undersigned manufacturers, merchants, employers, and 
others engaged in legitimate and lawful pursuits in which labor of all kind's is neces- 



sary, most respectfullv protest against trie provisions and ultimate purposes of the 
dending Congressional measure (H. R. No. 4064) known as the "eight-hour bill." 
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The industries of Trenton are as varied as those of any city in the United States. 
In fact, in four or five classes of manufacture, such as the production of pottery ware, 
rubber goods, wire, wire rope, cables, and machinery 01 all kinds, the city ranks 
among the foremost in this country. We are therefore more than interested in 
matters of legislation affecting these tremendous investments in which thousands and 
thousands of work people are employed. It is safe to say that 90 per cent of our 
entire population of 85,000 is engaged, in one way or another, in the production of 
some part or parts of the foregoing and are destined to dangerous and destructive 
interference, financially, from the adoption, or even a partially favorable considera- 
tion of the bill before you. 

Our study of the arguments of those advocating and urging the enactment of an 
eight-hour bill convinces us that they have but little understanding or knowledge of 
that class of industries wherein long processes of manufacture are employed and in 
which an eight-hour day, such as they demand, can not prevail. Representatives 
of each individual industry of such a class can best explain, and we apprehend con- 
vincingly, the injury and hardship this bill will inflict, for no man can foretell its 
ramifications or the loss of business its adoption would entail. 

The pending measure would irreparably interfere with practically all the industries 
of New Jersey. As your committee well knows, at least the New Jersey members 
are undoubtedly aware, Trenton is the principal pottery center of America. The 
kilns in these potteries are at present operated under a system by which one man 
alone is responsible for their satisfactory firing. This man has absolute and undis- 
puted authority in the management of the kiln from the moment the fire is started 
until it is drawn, from forty-eight to seventy-two hours afterwards. It is, of course,, 
not necessary that he be in constant attendance all this period, but he is constantly 
on watch for sixteen to eighteen hours of the time. Tnis confining duty comes in 
the completion of the process, and to divide the hours between two workmen would 
be to share and miserably entangle their responsibility. In this event the employer 
could by no means fix the relative merits of the two employees. And, in addition, 
the men themselves are absolutely opposed to any division or distribution of responsi- 
bility, and the good men would never willingly consent to any movement tending to 
hamper them in the slightest in this respect. 

The satisfactory operation of our other local industries where similar firing is neces- 
sary, such as in the malleable-iron works and foundries requiring in some instances 
a week's process in the preparation of material, would likewise be prohibited. 
Numerous other objections of like character might be cited. In connection with the 
iron industry, however, in which Trenton shares very largely, your committee was 
recently most ably enlightened by Mr. I. W. Jenks, general manager of the Ameri- 
can Steel Hoop Company's mills at Mingo, Warren, Girard, Greenville, and Youngs- 
town, and Mr. A. R. Hunt, the general superintendent of the Homestead Steel 
Works. It can not be denied that these employers, practical and experienced men 
who have spent a lifetime in the iron and steel business, produced the most effective 
evidence of the injurious, impractical, non-American, and anarchistic features of the 
bill before you, and a reference to their testimony will more fully explain the views 
and sentiments of the undersigned. 

Those of us who have labored assiduously for an export trade, believing in securing 
it that it might prove a means to tide us over a business depression, recognize that 
,the adoption of an eight-hour day, which means a ten-hour wage, would necessarily 
operate as a bar to future efforts' in that direction. The strikes of 1903 taught all 
the industries mentioned above that if our business was to have a sure position, and 
our work people have some security for the future, we must look to a foreign market, 
and to that end we have labored successfully, although the prices obtained barely 
show a profit. But if the staff of workmen could be kept intact and a business ces- 
sation or a strike period passed, with an ultimate return of better times and indus- 
trial peace, even at the sacrifice of profits, we might be content. Our workmen 
appreciate the manufacturers' reasons for obtaining a foreign trade, the 1903 strikes 
forcibly demonstrating its value. They know the cost of manufacture can not be 
advanced without the loss of these foreign markets, which in turn might deprive 
them of employment. 

This view they take for the reason that up to this time they have fixed their wapes 
and hours of employment with their employers, not, however, without encountering 
the interference and proffered dictation of outside parties, and say that should an 
eight-hour day become a law on Government work the effort won Id" at once be made 
to have it rule in all employment, making the life of the man who desires to lal»or 
and accumulate as uncomfortable as it must, in time, prove unremunerative. They 
emphatically insist that it is tlie constitutional right of every man to work at any- 
lawful business, and that his wages and hours per day are matters solely between 
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himself and his employer. And it is self-evident that whatever affects the manufac- 
turing industries of a community must necessarily affect, to the same degree, the 
merchants and all other tradesmen. 

We are unalterably opposed to the eight-hour bill. We most anxiously request 
that the foregoing objections be carefully weighed, and that the committee accept 
this opposition in the serious, decided, and unequivocal manner in which it is intended. 
All of which the manufacturers, merchants, tradesmen, and all other employers of 
labor in Trenton, N. J., respectfully submit, and in so doing seek the cooperation and 
support of every patriotic member of the National House of Representatives. 

Tnanking you, gentlemen, for your courteous and, we trust, deliberate considera- 
tion of the foregoing, we are, 
Very respectfully, yours, 

"John A. Roebling's Sons Co., F. W. Roebling, treasurer; Grieb Rubber 
Co., C. H. Oakley, vice-president; Mercer Pottery Co., Wm. B. Allen, 
treasurer; Anchor Pottery Co., Jas. E. Morris; Imperial Porcelain 
Works, F. A. Duggan, proprietor; Trent Tile Co., A. Lawshe, treas- 
urer; Elite Pottery Co., Louis J. Diehl, treasurer; Keystone Pottery- 
Co., H. J. Loyns, secretary; The Ceramic Art Co., Walter S. Lenox, 
treasurer; Crescent Belting and Packing Co., C. Edward Murry, treas- 
urer; Empire Rubber Manufacturing Co., C. Edward Murray, treas- 
urer; Hamilton Rubber Manufacturing Company, W. S. Blodgett, 
secretary; Trenton Fire Clay and Porcelain Co., 6. O. Bowman, pres- 
ident; The International Pottery Co., A. G. Dale, general manager; 
Wm. R. Thropp Iron Works, \Vm. R. Thropp, president; The Jos. 
Stokes Rubber Co., W. J. B. Stokes, president; Home Rubber Com- 
pany, W. J. B. Stokes, president; Trenton Rubber Manufacturing 
Co.,' W. J. B. Stokes, treasurer; Cook Pottery Co., Chas. Howell Cook,, 
treasurer; John Maddock & Sons, John Maddock; Henry R. Fell; 
The Trenton Potteries Co., John A. Campbell, general manager; 
Greenwood Potterv Co., Chas. Van Syckel, secretary; Greenwood 
China Co., Chas. Van Syckel, secretary. 
The Trenton Malleable Iron Co., Josiah Hollies, treasurer; Thomas Mad- 
dock & Sons Co., A. M. Maddock, treasurer; New Jersey Roofing and 
Construction Co., R. A. Steelman, secretary and treasurer; Skillman 
Hardware Manufacturing Co., Edward V. D. Skillman, treasurer; 
Superior Fire Linings Co., Robt. N. Oliphant, president; Trenton Oil- 
cloth and Linoleum Co., E. S. Cook, treasurer; The Eureka Rubber 
Manufacturing Co., J. A. Lambert, secretary and general manager; 
J. L. Bartine; New Jersey Pulp Plaster Co., W. 0. Anderson, man- 
ager; The John Moses & Sons Co., H. B. Moses, vice-president; Mad- 
dock Pottery Co., Chas. A. May, president; Fitzgibbon & Crisp Co.; 
Valentine & Weeden Co., J. S. Valentine, treasurer; C. P. Weeden 
Manufacturing Co.; Joshua F. Handcock; D. 1. Cubberley; W. H. 
Tatler Decorating Co., Jas P. Lawson, treasurer; The Reeves Engine 
Co., by Edwin T. Fitzgeorge; Standard Inlaid Manufacturing Co., 
E. D. Cook, treasurer; John E. Thropp & Sons Co., Peter T. Thropp, 
treasurer; The Trenton Iron Co., Chas. E. Hewitt, general manager;. 
Duncan MacKenzie's Sons Co., Duncan A. MacKenzie; Oliphant Steel 
and Iron Co., Henry D. Oliphant, president; S. P. Dunham & Co., 
merchants; New Jersey School and Church Furniture Co., L. H. 
McKee, secretary and treasurer. 

The Chairman. Is Mr. Kelly present? 

Mr. R. G. Salomon. Mr. Chairman, is it necessary to file a memo- 
rial from a board of trade before we can deliver a speech '( 

The Chairman. No; that is not necessary. 

Mr. Salomon. Mr. Chairman, I am chairman of a committee repre- 
senting the Board of Trade of Newark, N. J. We are also appearing 
before another committee in connection with the river and harbor 
interests, and it is therefore not possible for us to tell what moment 
we will be able to appear before your honorable committee. We will 
have to be governea by circumstances. We may be able to be here 
at 11 o'clock. Can you set a time when it would be agreeable for you 
to hear us'l 
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The Chairman. We can not set an exact time. 

Mr. Salomon. Can you tell us about when you will be ready to 
hear us? 

The Chairman. How much time would you want to occupy, Mr. 
Tompkins ? 

Mr. Daniel A. Tompkins. Fifteen or twenty minutes. 

The Chairman. It is probable we can hear you about 11 o'clock, 
Mr. Salomon. 

Mr. Salomon. I thank you. 

Mr. Gilbert. What limitation is to be made as to time? 

The Chairman. There is no limitation as yet. Mr. Tompkins 
thought he would like to occupy fifteen or twenty minutes, and a 
gentleman from Millville will want about eight or ten minutes. 

Mr. Reilly. We have an important matter before the Committee 
on Foreign Commerce, and would like to be heard before your com- 
mittee after 11 o'clock, if possible. 

The Chairman. We will arrange that as best we can. 

STATEMENT OF MB. H. W. KELLY, OF TRENTON, IT. J. 

The Chairman. Mr. Kelly, your name was called before your arrival 
Have you any statement to make in connection with the protests which 
have just been filed? 

Mr. Kelly. 1 have a couple of protest I would like to file. 

The Chairman. The protests which you left with me have been filed 
and are now in the hands of the stenographer. 

Mr. Kelly. I can give you additional copies, if that will be of 
service to the committee. 

The Chairman. It might be. Is there any statement that you desire 
to add to those protests? 

Mr. Kelly. I do not know that there is anything I could say in 
addition. The petition in a very brief manner sets out the interfer- 
ence that the bill would create with the industries of Trenton, which, 
while few, are quite large and fairly prosperous and in good condition. 

This petition refers particularly to the pottery, iron, and steel indus- 
tries of Trenton, and shows the effect that the eight-hour bill would have 
on the Government work that is now being done there. It is intended 
to show in detail the interference that the distribution of responsibility 
in firing the kilns in the potteries would have and the effect it wouki 
produce by compelling tne manufacturer to determine, possibly, the 
respective merits of two employees who might divide the service that 
is now earned on by one. 

The Chairman. You mean, if I understand you, that you have in 
the pottery business men who are known as kiln men. 

Mr. Kelly. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And they are employed by the week; and they are 
paid whether they work or do not work? 

Mr. Kelly. Exactly. 

The Chairman. They take charge of the kiln when it is fired ? 

Mr. Kelly. Exactly. 

The Chairman. And thev have charge of it until it goes out? 

Mr. Kelly. They have cnarge of it until the operation is completed. 

The Chairman. And the necessities of the business require tnat the 
same man shall have charge of the kiln from the beginning to the end ( 

Mr. Kelly. Yes, sir; with as much assistance as is necessary. 
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The Chairman. And when he does not do that work he does not do 
anything? 

Mr. Kelly. When he is through with that he leaves the factory and 
does not return until there is to be another firing. 

The Chairman. What would be the difficulty about having two men, 
for instance? 

Mr. Kelly. You see, the man who is in charge of the kiln is the 
man to whom the manufacturer looks for the output of the burning. 

The Chairman. Is that embodied in his contract in any way* 

Mr. Kelly. He is employed with that understanding;" that he is to 
be a kiln man and nothing else. They furnish him with such assist- 
ance as is necessary. He fires the kiln from forty -eight to seventy- 
two hours, and during the last sixteen to eighteen hours ne is in almost 
constant attendance. His duty is regulated by himself. He comes 
and goes as he chooses, but he is responsible for the product of the kiln. 

The Chairman. What is the proportion of time during which he 
does no work at all ? 

Mr. Kelly. He might not work for a day or two. Whenever the 
kiln is ready he comes and fires it. The men prepare it. for him. It 
is packed and filled, and all he does is to proceea with the firing and 
to test it every now and then to see whether the heat is sufficient, etc. 

The Chairman. At the close of that burning how man}' hours of 
consecutive work does he have? 

Mr. Kelly. It depends on the character of the kiln, the character 
of the wind, etc., for burning. Sometimes it is sixteen hours, some- 
times eighteen hours. There have been times when it has been pos- 
sibly longer than that, but not very much longer. We have iron 
furnaces there, too, that are under the same sort of system. 

In the annealing furnaces in the malleable iron works, for instance, 
they have a week's burning of material, and the same man has charge 
of that operation from start to finish with the same assistance that the 
kiln men might have. While he is held responsible, he has sufficient 
assistance so that he can come and go as he sees fit, and at the same 
time the manufacturer has a man whom he can look to. If his product 
is not up to a certain standard he reckons with the assistants and 
changes them if necessary. In other words, the manufacturer desires 
to have one man who can be held responsible, and that man is willing 
to assume the responsibilty. He knows the business and he is paid a 
sufficient wage for it. 

I do not know that I can add much to that. The industries in Tren- 
ton to which I have referred, the pottery business and the malleable- 
iron business, are largely engaged in Government work. They make 
the pottery ware that is used in the Navy and Army, and they make 
a great many of the fastenings and bolts, etc., in the malleable- iron 
works that are used on vessels. 

The Chairman. Can you give about the percentage of their business 
that goes to the Government? 

Mr. Kelly. The percentage is not very large. It is only a small 
percentage of the entire output; but at the same time it gives them 
some advertising and some standing. The fact that they are working 
for the Government gives them some prestige. 

They would like to have an opportunity of continuing that, you 
know. If this bill becomes a law, it will mean that a great many of 
the potteries can not afford to do Government work. That is the way 
s h 22 
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in which they seem to regard it. They now have a system which they 
have followed for thirty years, and everybody understands it, and it 
is perfectly satisfactory to the manufacturers and to the men. They 
all seem to agree that it is the best system. They have tried other 
things and they have all been found wanting. 

The Chairman. If I understand you, that is a necessity of the pot- 
tery business, no matter who might be conducting it? 

Mr. Kelly. Yes. 

The Chairman. As to the kiln man, that being a branch of the trade 
by itself, and he being a man who can only work when the kiln is in 
fire, and he being of necessity idle when tne kiln is not in tire, and it 
being necessary that during the last sixteen or eighteen hours of the 
burning the kiln must be watched by some expert — those facts being 
true, it would also be true if the Government itself were running a 
pottery that it could not run it on an eight-hour system? 

Mr. Kelly. They would have difficulty in finding good kiln men to 
take charge and then turn it over to anybody else at the finish. The 
good men are opposed to the measure. After all, the product depends 
on the kiln man. Of course if the ware is not burned properly it is 
of no use to anybody. 

STATEMENT OF ME. JOB? B. EADCLIFF, OF MILLVHLE, IT. J. 

The Chairman. Are you employed in the cotton mills of R. D. 
Wood & Co.? 

Mr. Radcliff. I am employed as a bleacher with the Millville Man- 
ufacturing Company. We have done some Government work and 
we hope to do more. We make cotton linings and do bleaching and 
dyeing. 

The Chairman. Are you foreman in the bleachery? 

Mr. Radcliff. Yes, sir; I am the foreman in the bleaching and dyeing 
works. Our objection to this eight-hour law is this: As I sa^, we 
have done some Government work and hope to do more. This law 
would interfere seriously with our process. The process of bleaching 
is one which can not be completed in eight hours, yet it is not long 
enough to work" two shifts. 

It requires nine to eleven hours. The operation of bleaching 
involves a chemical action or operation, and it can not be hurried or 
hastened with safety. Besides that the processes of bleaching, finish- 
ing, and dyeing goods are so intimate that if any one department 
were confined to eight hours it would necessitate ttie knocking off at 
the end of five, six, or seven hours in some other department. It is 
a thing that can not be regulated by equalizing the departments. It 
is not a matter of having just so much here and so much there. It 
would be almost an impossibility to so regulate it. The consequence 
would be that if we had to stop at the end of eight hours in one 
department we would have to stop at the end of five, six, or seven in 
others. That would make a condition that they could not stand. 

The Chairman. About how many hours are occupied in the process 
of bleaching? 

Mr. Radcliff. Nine to eleven hours. 

The Chairman. Could that be done by two sets of men? Could it 
be changed 'i 

Mr. Radcliff. It could probably be changed if they work four and 
a half hours a day, or five or six hours a day. 
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The Chairman. That is the next question. The first question is, 
could it be turned over without detriment? 

Mr. Radcliff. It would be in this way: I have charge of the bleach- 
ing, and I would not want to turn it over at a certain stage and take 
the responsibility of the other fellow carrying it out, and he probably 
might not want to turn it over to me. This thing requires attention. 

The Chairman. Would there be a probability of any such different 
results from the different manipulation and the having of a different 
foreman that a piece of goods would show where one left off and the 
other began ? 

Mr. Radcliff. Yes; it is quite possible that it would. 

The Chairman. At any rate, to work less than from nine to eleven 
hours on bleaching, if I understand you, would mean that the men 
would work from four and a half to five hours a day 1 

Mr. Radcliff. Yes, sir; and besides that, interfering with the 
other departments. . We would have work going along that could Hot 
be stopped. It has to be taken on a time limit. 

The Chairman. Suppose they work four and a half hours a day, 
how much would that increase the cost of the bleachery. I suppose it 
would double the wages, but how much of the cost of bleaching is 
represented in wages ? 

Mr. Radcliff. About one-half of it is in wages'. 

Mr. Foster. You do not run twenty-four hours, do you? 

Mr. Radcliff. The day is a ten-hour day; and we regulate that by 
starting some at 6 in the morning, some at 7, an*d then we have to 
work some from 6 to 6. Our day is ten hours. Most of them make 
ten hours, but some make eleven and some twelve. 

We have also an operation in dyeing that it is absolutely impossible 
to leave when once started. We could not let it go until next day. 
It has to be finished after starting it. If we were to leave it we would 
have spontaneous combustion, and it would burn us out. We must 
finish after we start it, if it takes twelve or fifteen or eighteen hours. 
It usually takes about an hour and a half from the starting operation 
to the finishing of it. 

As I say, if we had to stop at the end of eight hours others would 
have to stop at six or seven. They would have to stop two hours 
sooner. Half of our men are employed on piecework, and they feel 
that this eight-hour system would be a reduction in their wages. 
How long that would last I am unable to say; but they do not want 
to have any reduction at present. 

Mr. Vreeland. Do they get profits large enough so they could 
afford a four-and-a-half hour day and make two shifts i 

Mr Radcliff. No, sir; we have hard work to live at present. 
They buy from us goods at 3£ cents and 4 cents a yard that we pay 
3i cents for. That don't leave much to spend on labor. The margin 
is ver} T close, and we can not stand a 20 per cent reduction; that is, 
the employer can not, and 1 know 1 can not as a wage-earner. I am 
sure I represent the sentiments of the others when I say there is no 
demand for an eight-hour law with us. The men would rather work 
ten hours for ten hours' pay than to work eight hours for eight hours' 

fiy, even if it were possible to complete the operation, which it is not. 
would have to learn a new trade. 

Mr. Vreeland. Would they be willing to work eight hours for ten 
hours' pay if 
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Mr. Radcliff. I suppose they would, of course. I would be. 

The Chairman. What you say as to dyeing and bleaching in the 
Millville Manufacturing Company, if you are not mistaken about it, 
would be generally true as to all (lyeing and bleaching? 

Mr. Radcuff. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You have the latest process there? 

Mr. Radcuff. Yes, sir; we compete with the world. 

Mr. Gilbert. What is the article you manufacture i I did not hear 
you before. 

Mr. Radcliff. Cotton linings. The work for the Government, 
more especially, that we did for them, was khaki shirtings. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you not think that is such an article as can be had 
upon the open market, and consequentlv is not covered bv the terms 
of the bill* 

Mr. Radcliff. When we did it we did it according to specifications, 
and they were very particular as to the color and construction of it. 
We had to have it exactly to suit them. 

Mr. Gilbert. You do not have to have an inspector for any article 
that is not covered by the terms of the bill, do you? 

Mr. Radcliff. No; but I guess they usually demand a certain 
standard, and when you get that standard in the construction of goods 
you simply have to make it that way. We don't carry it in stock to 
meet that requirement. 

The Chairman. Mr. Gilbert, perhaps you do not mean that question 
to go down just as you asked it, the Government having inspectors 
wherever goods arebeing made for it, without regard to their being 
covered by the terms of any bill or not. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am not particular about that. The Government 
does not have inspectors for any goods that are not manufactured 
under some regulation or statute. If the article that this gentleman 
and his company manufacture is such an article as can be purchased 
upon the open market, then I assume in my question that it is not an 
article that is under the control of the terms of the bill, and conse- 
quently there would be no inspection about it, in so far as the eight- 
hour law is concerned. 

The Chairman. In so far as the eight-hour law is concerned; but 
they would inspect the goods just the same. 

Mr. Gilbert. There would be an inspection before there was any 
acceptance or rejection of the article, but not with reference to the 
eight-hour law. 

Mr. Radcliff. W r e are also opposed to this on account of the prob- 
able action that our State legislature will take in making us have 
eight hours for all kinds of work. 

Mr. Hughes. What legislature is that? 

Mr. Radcliff. The legislature of New Jersey. 

That is about all I have to say. I thank you. gentlemen. 

STATEMENT FILED BY MB. B. M. MOORE, AND OTHERS, REPRE- 
SENTING GLASS-BOTTLE MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION. 

Mr. Chairman and Gimtlemen of Committee on Lahor, Home of Rep 

rexentatives, Washington^ D. C\: 

The. undersigned, a committee appointed by the Glass- Bottle Manu- 
facturers' Association, located east of the Alleghany Mountains, to 
appear before your honorable committee for the purpose of voicing 
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the objections of our members to the creation by act of Congress of a 
legal eight-hour workday on Government work, being unable to pre- 
sent our statement orally Tuesday, March 22, and having made request 
to present the same in writing, now respectfully submit for your con- 
sideration the following statement of our reasons for objecting to the 
passage of this bill: 

We represent the glass-bottle manufacturing industry situated in 
the territory aforementioned. It is an industry which has a total 
investment in plants and working capital of at least $15,000,000, which 
employs 3,500 skilled glass-bottle blowers and 7,400 unskilled work- 
men, and which has an annual output or product valued at $12,000,000. 

Of this annual output we estimate tnat about 2 per cent goes in 
various forms into government consumption, 15 per cent is exported 
to South America, West Indies, Australia, and South Africa, and the 
remaining 85 per cent goes into domestic consumption. You can 
readily see, gentlemen, that it will be impossible for the glass manu- 
facturer to produce the very small per cent of his product needed for 
government consumption upon an eight-hour basis while he is produc- 
ing the remainder on a nine-hour basis. 

To produce his total output on an eight- hour basis is an impossibility 
under the conditions of the home and foreign market whicn confront 
him. At present, with a nine-hour day, the labor cost, skilled and 
unskilled, is 66 per cent of the cost of product. If the length of the 
day is decreased the labor cost is increased, for we know that our work 
men will demand the same wage for eight hours as now paid for nine. 
We estimate that the labor cost will advance to 72 per cent, an addi- 
tion to the total cost which present conditions will not allow. 

We are now forced in our foreign trade to contend with foreign 
imports in several classes of eoods. Notwithstanding the fact that we 
export 15 per cent of our product, our export trade is confined to high- 
grade goods and is limited under present conditions to the natural 
growth for the higher class of goods in the countries named. We can 
not compete with, the German, Belgian, or English manufacturer on 
beer, soda, mineral waters, and liquor ware on account of their lower 
wage scale. 

The American glass blower earns from 400 to 500 per cent, the 
unskilled workman from 200 to 250 per cent more than the workman 
in the foreign factorw In druggists' ware our goods are so much 
better looking for the purposes for which they are used that the 
American manufacturer, by persistent effort ancl by being satisfied 
with a small margin of profit, has been able to capture a part of the 
business. Increase his cost by shortening his dav to eight hours, his 
margin will be wiped out, ancl he will be forced to abandon this for- 
eign business, which means, because of the fixed fact that the present 
productive capacity of the United States is 18 to 20 per cent in excess 
of the domestic consumption, that a great number of workmen will be 
thrown out of employment. 

The same argument applies to goods manufactured for home con- 
sumption. Upon a nine-hour day basis our cost is already at a point 
that leaves our margins of profit very small, if we hold our home 
market against foreign manufacturers on beer, soda, mineral-water, 
and liquor bottles. Shorten our workday to eight hours and our 
cost is increased, not only because we must pay the same wage and 
receive less work, but because we must take into account the extra 
cost of fuel for keeping furnaces hot and the labor for caring for 
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same, the blast engines, and the other items of expense which go 
right along whether the glass blower is converting molten metal into 
bottles or is idle. At least 30 per cent of this domestic consumption 
is subject to the foreign competition; deliver it over to the foreign 
manufacturer and you have another large number of American work- 
men out of employment. 

Therefore we say that an eight-hour workday will be injurious to 
both the American manufacturer and the workmen. We, as manu- 
facturers, do not believe that it is fair to say " You shall not run your 
manufacturing plants to meet the conditions as they exist," that the 
State shall say to any workman or class of workmen, " You shall not 
work as many hours as you desire and can receive compensation from 
your employer." Even if it be constitutional for the Government to 
do this thing, it is utterly unfair to the individual. As manufacturers 
and workmen we must meet conditions as we find them. 

The laws of trade, supplv, and demand make the conditions that we 
have to meet at home and abroad. Parentalism on the part of the 
Government will not help us. Twenty years ago a nine-hour day was 
not practical. We have worked up to it. An eight-hour day is not 

Practical at this time. We may work up to it in the future, but not 
y legislation. It will have to work itself out in its own good time, 
just as the nine-hour day has done. 

W T e further object to the passage of this bill for the reason that the 
general effect of such legislation will be very detrimental to our 
industry. If it should become a law, it simply means that the leaders 
of the trade unions will use it as an entering wedge to force a standard 
eight-hour day for all trades controlled by labor unions. 

rJinety-eight per cent of the skilled workmen or glass blowers em- 
ployed in our territory are members of the Glass Blowers' Union, 70 per 
cent of our unskilled labor is governed by the same hours as the skilled, 
for the unskilled workmen are simply helpers of the skilled, and stop 
work when the glass blower lays down his tools. The employees of 
the American glass manufacturers earn high wages, $5 to $10 for a 
day of less than nine hours. There are exceptional cases where blow- 
ers earn from $12.50 to $15 per day. We believe the average intelli- 
gent glass blower (and the great majority are intelligent men) are 
satisfied with present conditions, and know that they are getting all 
that is permissible in the way of wages and hours at this time. 

The manufacturers wage committee, and the glass blowers wage 
committee, meet annually, agree upon a wage scale, hours, shop rules, 
etc., which are binding on each side for the year. The trade condi- 
tions are fully and freely discussed, while both sides make and receive 
concessions to meet the same. To say that the manufacturer and 
workmen of this day are not competent to meet thus and agree upon 
wages and hours, but that Congress must intervene, and by legislation 
govern their action, is to go backward instead of forward. In other 
industries the rank and tile of the workmen are not demanding an 
eight-hour day. In some cases where it has been adopted the work- 
men are protesting against it. We mention the workmen in the car 
shops of the New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad. They 
are piece workers, and have made a demand for a return to a nine- 
hour day. 

We, therefore as glass manufacturers, in the full belief that the 
passage of the bill will do us as well as many other industries great 
injury by crippling the ability of the American manufacturer to pro- 
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duce at a cost that will enable him to compete for the home as well as 
the world market, appeal to you, gentlemen, not to report said bill for 
the reasons we have given. We are not opposed to an eight-hour day 
as a matter of sentiment of prejudice, but simply because conditions 
will not permit of it at this time. We have reached the summit of 
prosperity and are on the down grade. The American manufacturer 
will need every market possible to command for the next two or three 
years to keep their plants going and their workmen employed, and 
must have a free hand to turn out the largest possible production 
within reasonable hours, for his cost goes up or down as his product 
increases or decreases. 
Respectfully submitted. R. M. Moore, 

George Bacon, 
John P. Whitney, 
S. Garw t ood, 

Committee. 
March 24, 1904. 

STATEMENT OF ME. DANIEL A. TOMPKINS, OF CHARLOTTE, N. C. 

The Chairman. We will bear you now, Mr. Tompkins. Please 
give your name and residence to the stenographer. 

Mr. Tompkins. Daniel A. Tompkins, of Charlotte, N. C. 

The Chairman. Do you come oefore us representing yourself or 
some association ? 

Mr. Tompkins. I come to represent the National Association of 
Manufacturers of the United States. 

It is something unusual for any large number of manufacturers to 
be represented before a committee or otherwise in Washington, and 
the fact that they have determined to be represented here comes of the 
fact that there seem to be in every direction movements that forecast 
a sort of impending danger to the independent manufacturers of the 
United States and to the independent laborers of the United States. 

We observe that capital getting together in the shape to control an 
industr} 7 is increasing in force. We observe that labor, not only reg- 
ulating the affairs of the members of an organization, but showing a 
disposition to regulate the affairs of all other labor to become subordi- 
nate to that organization, is of increasing force. 

The cotton manufacturer, at the present time in an} r part of the 
United States, has been practically compelled to give up his daily work 
as a manufacturer and, in the matter ot obtaining his raw material, to 
become a gambler. The methods of trade in the large centers are 
becoming opposed to the progress and independence of the manufac- 
turers and to the progress and independence of the laborers individ- 
ually. 

The cotton market now is not a cotton market that a manufacturer 
can go into and through the knowlege and skill he has acquired as a 
manufacturer buy cotton at the market values and make a profit. He 
must, of necessity, consider what the speculators in the exchanges are 
going to do with cotton, and whether he ought to buy it as a specula- 
tive proposition, or whether he had better let it alone as a speculative 
E reposition: whether he had better buy at a price at which he knows 
e is going to loose a little money, or much money, and try to hold 
the organization of his labor together until conditions change, or let 
it alone and shut down his mill. 
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We feel that in the matter of labor there is at least every appear- 
ance that there is an organized and perpetual lobby in Washington, 
and that an opportunity never passes but that it scratches the back of 
Congress in an undertaking to forward some measure that we believe 
is injurious to the independent manufacturer and to the independent 
laborer. 

We observe with considerable interest that the so-called organized 
labor and the organized capital in the shape of trusts are not antago- 
nistic to each other, and there is naturally a feeling of alarm as to 
what will become of the commercial and manufacturing conditions in 
the United States if one class of labor gets control of all labor, and 
one class of capital gets control of all trade, and those two forces 
agree together as to what they will do with the fellow that staj ? s out- 
side and with the American consumer. 

We appear here to protest against the progress of these things. This 
bill as to eight hours is not the only one which this lobby has in Con- 
gress to-day; but there is another. * There is a s m ystematic series of bills 
proposed, among which is the an tiinj unction bill, and without any pre- 
judice whatever against the efforts of any set of men to honestly for- 
ward their interests, and without any disposition to undertake to break 
up any organization of labor (we are organized for the benefit of labor 
as much as for the benefit of anybody), yet, seeing these systematic 
efforts going ahead, and knowing asVe do, bv actual contact with 
labor at home that it is not in sympathy with all labor any more than 
labor has the sympathy of all independent manufacturers, we feel that 
we ought at least to make it known here in Washington where these 
things are being done. 

And where you hear nothing but the song in one direction of eight- 
hour labor, that you are creating a condition in which the people who 
are proposing that eight-hour labor can make another rule, tnat nobody 
can work over eight hours, and strengthening the affairs of a union 
that is not giving its attention to the development of the best ele- 
ments of the human race and the development of the qualities which 
are for the advantage of the workingman, but are simpfy taking away 
that privilege of American citizenship by which a man can work for 
himself in his own hours and in his own time and, if capable, become a 
manager of labor or a proprietor under the conditions that are charac- 
teristic of America. 



Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the things for which these 
bills are proposed are to a very large extent existent already in Europe, 
in the sense that every American, either himself or his forefathers, 
came from across the water to escape restriction, conscription, and 
sumptuary regulation, and to find a country where they might do as 
they pleased and make progress by their own efforts and in their own 
way. 1 propose to speak upon general principles. 

It is no use to talk about one article as being covered and another 
not being covered, because either the principle is right or wrong, and 
if the principle is wrong it does not matter whether cotton goods are 
included or not. or whether hides are included or not, when the Gov- 
ernment buys tnem. We feel that the whole principle is opposed to 
the best interests of the American people as a whole, and Wbat it is 
opposed to the principle upon which this Government is founded. 

I believe that labor ougnt not to be restricted at all and I believe 
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that the bulk of the laborers themselves would rather not be restricted. 
It is the predisposition of all of us to regulate the other fellow, but to 
resent being regulated ourselves. We think we are perfectly compe- 
tent to regulate our own affairs. If we would apply that principle to 
all others it would be infinitely better. 

Every movement you make toward the restriction of labor is a 
movement in one direction onlv. In the section of country from which 
I come we reached the maximum of restriction. Our forefathers 
restricted labor until it became slavery; and I want to tell you that 
exactly in proportion as you restrict labor capital becomes more and 
more powerful, and one class will control the other. The two things 
go forward in inverse ratio. 

When labor is restricted, immediately capital gets the benefit of 
that restriction, and the independent manufacturer and the indepen- 
dent consumer are the ones .who have to suffer. Onq hundred years 
ago theState in which I live was as good a manufacturing State as 
there was in the Union. It was as well developed in manufacturing, 
and had as good a class of Scotch-Irish and German people as Penn- 
sylvania had. It was the same class exactly. As slavery grew the 
interests of the working men went backward. As I say, in propor- 
tion as the State laws put restrictions upon labor, and maae them more 
and more subordinate, in exactly that ratio the white working man 
who would not submit to the conditions, became poorer, and part of 
them had to leave the country. The Northwest is full of people from 
my section, who were formerly iron workers, wood workers, and 
employed in various lines. 

Mr. Hughes. What sort of restrictions were put upon the slaves? 
Was it to limit their hours of labor? 

Mr. Tompkins. They brought them to the condition of doing exactly 
what they were told to do. They took their liberty away from them. 

Mr. Hughes. Did they limit their hours of labor? 

Mr. Tompkins. They took the whole of their liberty away from 
them. That is the restriction that was put upon them. They legis- 
lated that they had no liberty at all. The very moment you legislate 
that a man can not work more than ten hours, eight hours, or six 
hours you take that much of his liberty away. In the case of the slave 
they took the whole of his liberty away. Would you not feel that 
that was a restriction ? 

Mr. Hughes. I was merely trying to find out your line of thought. 
You were drawing a parallel between this legislation and the legis- 
lation that was enacted against the slaves. I can not quite see the 
parallel. 

Mr. Tompkins. I want to call attention to the fact, which we all 
know, that there is more restriction in Europe than there is here. 
We all know of the tide of immigration from Europe to this country 
for the benefit of the liberty it gives. There was formerly in the 
South a great volume of white European immigration. There must 
have been, or there would not have been any white people there. 
Throughout the period of slavery in the South we gradually developed 
emigration instead of immigration. 

J*ow that labor has been made perfectly free, and the conditions 
made so that the free white laborer, or any other kind of free labor, 
can get along and do as it pleases, the emigration has totally stopped. 
The immigration of Europe has not stopped, and it comes to this coun- 
try for the purpose of acquiring better liberty. When you put 
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restrictions in this country upon labor and make it the equivalent of 
what it is in Europe, the tide will stop exactly as it stopped in the 
South. If you still further restrict it, the tide will start to go to some 
other country , exactly as the laborer of the South, that did not want to 
submit to those conditions, went to the Northwest. 

Mr. Hughes. Do they restrict the hours of labor in Europe? 

Mr. Tompkins. They restrict a man in a great many respects that 
make him desire to come to America. I was once in Germany, and I 
could have brought over a thousand people with me, if it were not for 
the laws. 

Mr. Hughes. The only restriction that you complain of is the 
restriction of the hours of labor, so far as that is concerned ? 

Mr. Tompkins. Not so much that as the taking away of that liberty 
which is the attractive feature, and which brings him to this country, 
and which permits him to make his trade for wages as best he can. I 
hold that this bill putting into the power of the labor unions the 
opportunity to make other conditions, the first of which is that every 
man must work for the same wage, leads to certain restriction. 

Mr. Hughes. You think they come over for the purpose of being 
permitted to work longer hours than they do in Europe? 

Mr. Tompkins. They come to get rid of the restriction there, and to 
gain liberty here; and it is impossible for them to go to the United 
States Senate or to do many otner things there that they can not do 
under their restrictions. 

Mr. Hughes. I guess they could not do that. 

Mr. Tompkins. We simply think that the whole of this business is 
wrong. Those things are menacing, in our opinion, the manufactur 
ing interests of America in their independent situation, and it ought 
to be stopped if there is any possible way to stop it. 

Mr. Gilbert. How many hours in each calendar day do your 
employees labor in North Carolina manufacturing establishments? 

Mr. Tompkins. The great bulk of them work ten hours. Some of 
the cotton mills work eleven hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any understanding as to uniformity in the 
number of hours among those factories ? Do the} T have any agreement \ 

Mr. Tompkins. None whatever. 

In a very general way, I may say that we think that if combination* 
of capital that are injurious or threatening to the independence of 
manufacture can be stopped, it ought to be stopped. We believe that 
if speculation upon the exchanges that destroy and ruin the manu- 
facturing interests and commerce could be stopped, it ought to be 
stopped. We regard those things as bad in principle and unfair to 
the people who are doing the work of the country, both the manu- 
facturer and the employee, and especially to the great consuming pub- 
lic. We think that the propositions which are brought here, and 
which would have any tendency to still further disturb proper and 
legitimate conditions, which do nobody any good, and wnieh would 
simply make sumptuary regulations for the government of the people, 
ougnt not to be listened to, in so far as consideration for passage is 
concerned. 

We would like to see some means devised by which aggregations of 
capital could be prevented from making encroachments upon independ- 
ent manufacture. We would like to see a law devised by which specu- 
lations upon stock exchanges could be prevented, to the extent that 
they are simply speculations and nothing else. And we would like 
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you gentlemen of the committee to reject this bill as being one that 
brings another disturbing element into manufacturing, without being 
of benefit to anybody whatever, and as injuring the interests of the 
country and doing injury to the working people. 

Mr. Gilbert. What would you say to reducing the tariff schedules 
that are sumptuary in the interest of the manufacturer? 

Mr. Tompkins. "Which one, for example? 

Mr. Gilbert. All of the protective features of the tariff. Are they 
not in the interest of the manufacturer? 

Mr. Hughes. Are they not restrictions in a way, to use your own 
words ? 

Mr. Tompkins. If they are restrictive in one sense, and I do not 
think they are 

Mr. Hughes. All right; that is the answer. 

Mr. Tompkins. They are stimulating in another sense, where they 
are properly laid. I believe it would be a good thing if we could 
devise some svstem for reducing from time to time the tariff duties 
on the basis of discussing with other nations what the best interests of 
our country and theirs are in respect to the matter. 

Mr. Hughes. I did not intend to discuss the tariff. 

Mr. Tompkins. I thought you had opened up a bigger question than 
you intended. 

Mr. Hughes. You are not absolutely opposed to restriction, then ? 

Mr. Tompkins. Yes. I am not, however, opposed to restricting a 
man from committing murder. I am particularly favorable to laws 
which restrict people from doing harmiul and injurious things, and I 
am in favor of protection, not as a restrictive measure, but as a stim- 
ulating influence for the interests of all the people of the United States, 
and most of all for the farmers of the United States. If you have 
time and would like to have me go into that subject 

Mr. Hughes. No, I think not. 

Mr. Gilbert. We have not the time. I should be delighted to hear 
some argument from you, however, that would convince me that that 
was a good law. 

Mr. Tompkins. I will give you a dav any time you can come to see 
me, or I will come to see you. [Laughter.] I have not the slightest 
doubt that it is a good law, provided it is properly laid, and I do not 
think it is so badly laid as it is. I will be glad to answer any ques- 
tions that may be* put to me on this subject. 

Mr. Gilbert. You have no trouble between the laborer and the 
farmer in the South. It is because the laborer and the farmer stand 
upon an equal footing. Each man has an equal opportunity and an 
equal chance to trade— a mutuality of contract. Is that condition prev- 
alent among the manufacturers? Is or is not the individual laborer 
powerless to contract, except at the dictation of the employer, in a 
large measure, in the manufacturing establishments* For example, 
you have so manj r hours of labor and vou have a schedule of wages, 
and the individual employee conies to tne manufacturer seeking woik. 
Do you think that manufacturer and that individual laborer stand 
upon an equal footing, and that the laborer has an equal opportunity 
to trade and traffic as to his wages and hours of labor, just as the farm 
laborer has? 

Mr. Tompkins. There are two conditions which are liable to exist. 
One is that the manufacturing interests may be growing and seeking 
labor in the community; the other, that they may be in a dull con- 
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dition, in which the laborer is seeking employment. In one case one 
side has all the advantage and in the other case the other side has all 
the advantage. In the South at the present time labor is scarce. The 
manufacturer is seeking labor all the time, and the laborer at present 
is getting his terms constantly improved. As long as that condition 
lasts he will continue to have the advantage. On the other hand, as 
manufactures grow and require more labor, the farming interests are 
becoming more and more productive, for three or four reasons. 

Mr. Gilbert. Take the individual miner in the anthracite coal 
regions, for example. What opportunity has that individual laborer 
to trade and fix the terms of his employment? 

Mr. Tompkins. If there is an excess of labor there that is what 
makes the difference. If there is an excess of labor there is no possi- 
ble way of ever settling that disturbing influence, except for a part of 
the laborers to go and do something else, as in the South they came 
off of the farms, where formerly they lived in the utmost poverty 
because of excess of competition in cotton production, which was their 
staple crop. They left the farms, finding they could do better in the 
factory than on the farm, and they have unbalanced the situation in 
the other way. 

Cotton has gone to 15 cents a pound, and now they are going back 
to the farms again. We must leave those natural laws to their ordi- 
nary operation and not try to absolutely control it. In the case of the 
anthracite laborer, if there comes to be a condition in which the oper- 
ator has absolute control of the anthracite laborer in Pennsylvania, 
there ought to be a law for their removal at present to the South, 
where they could get profitable employment. 

Mr. Gilbert. Suppose you take a man who has spent his whole life 
until he has reached maturity in some line of employment, and he 
knows that business and nothing else; he has a wife and children to 
support, and his employers are in an organization and he is an indi- 
vidual laborer. What do you say as to that i 

Mr. Tompkins. Suppose there is a machine invented which tremen- 
dously improves the production in any one line, and gives 40,000 con- 
sumers better stuff at cheaper prices. That is an argument that has 
been made by the trades union itself against improvements of all kinds. 
The situation you speak of is an unfortunate one. It is not one that 
you can prevent to save your life. As long as we make progress the 
man who fails to keep up with that progress is going to be considered 
in an unfortunate situation. If 1 may, without the slightest disrespect 
in the world, I would most respectfully refer to the fact that when a 
United States Senator, having spent his whole life in the Senate, finds 
himself in the situation of Mr. lngalls, of Kansas, a statesman without 
a job, he is in an unfortunate situation. It is a pity that such a thing 
should ever occur, inside or outside of the United States; but it does, 
and there is no way of helping it. The progress of the world does not 
take that into consideration. If it were the result of a condition 
which could be prevented, it would be all right to prevent it. 

Mr. Gilbert. When a young lawyer begins to read law, they gen- 
erally put into his hands, as the first book he is to read, a book called 
Blackstone's Commentaries, and among the axioms of the old English 
lawyer was one "Laws are aimed especially for the protection and 
defense of the weak against the strong." Is it not our duty to look 
things and conditions, as we see them, in the face? There are no labor 
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unions in my district at all, and I am trying to take a disinterested 
and independent view of the situation. 

Mr. Tompkins. Yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. If we have organized manufacturers and organized 
employers, is it not the duty of the law-making power to assist in 
some way to help the weak ( 

Mr. Tompkins. I particularly want to make it plain that I am not 
talking against trade unionism/ I am not opposed to it, and where it 
undertakes to benefit the people, I am in favor of it. But wherever 
it undertakes sumptuary regulation and restriction, I am against it. 

The Government should in all things protect the weak. I would 
favor a law that would take care of the people in some way, if it were 
possible to do so without setting on foot a gigantic movement that 
that would lead to trouble. \\ e might pension the fellow who had 
been a puddler and who is put out of a job by the invention of the 
Bessemer process. But should we totally forbid the introduction of 
the Bessemer process, which would be advantageous to a tremendous 
body of American consumers, for the benefit of 240 puddlers? 

Rather should we pension them by the Government. How to solve 
that particular problem is a difficulty I can not overcome, and it is 
one tnat is most worthy of consideration, if Congress would charge 
itself with the duty of doing it. Congress is organized for that very 
purpose — to protect the weak — and I would support Congress in an}' 
attempt that it would legitimate l} r make to support the weak. * What 
I have come here to oppose is, that people who have already gigantic 
powers in their hands, are introducing bills asking an extension of 
those powers. It is not the weak I am here to oppose. It is not leg- 
islation for the benefit of the weak — I am in favor of that — but it is 
an effort to extend the powers of people who have already too much 
power, and I oppose, it. 

I am here to oppose the so-called an tiinj unction law, which is asking 
that the forces of the Government for the protection of the weak 
shall not apply to them, and that they shall be licensed to do the other 
thing. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is no other question, I have finished. 

The Chairman. No one seems disposed to ask any further questions. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who asked to be 
excused in order to appear before the other committee, has returned. 

The Chairman. We will hear him now. 

STATEMENT OF ME. E. 0. SALOMON, OF NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. Salomon. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 1 am the chairman of 
the committee representing the Board of Trade of Newark, N. J. 
I come here to oppose the eight-hour bill, for the simple reason that 
in ray experience there are many branches of business in which goods 
are manufactured that go into the use of the Army, the Navy, and the 
cavalry. . I am a manufacturer, and I make lots of articles that are 
used in supplying those that serve the Government. 

When a snoe manufacturer comes to me and says, " Let me have the 
price of your leather," so that he can make his figure to the Govern- 
ment to supply thousands of pairs of shoes, or thousands of sets of 
harness, or leather for Government service, I have got to give him 
honestly the figure as low as I can without endangering my position, 
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because the Government goes into the open market to buy shoes. But 
samples have got to be supplied of the shoes, harness, and everything 
else, and an absolute guaranty has got to be given that the samples 
will be reproduced. 

Therefore, if I give to this manufacturer the price of what is termed 
the raw material, but which is in my business the complete manufac- 
tured article, I am in honor bound to supply the goods when the 
samples and prices are accepted. 

(At this point Hon. E. B. Vreeland took the chair.) 

Leather is an article that is used by every person sitting in this 
room. Leather is used, and has been used since the start of humanity. 
Leather is an article which you can not manufacture within a limited 
time. We get our hides from Russia, from South America, from 
every part of the World. They come in dry condition, but they are 
always perishable when you put them in water to have the salt 
extracted, which has got to be done in order to properly soften them. 
They are either pickled, dried, or salted. There is nothing more 
dangerous to keep, and prevent from deterioration, than the raw hide 
when it is put into that condition where it enters the tannery. We 
could not, therefore, limit the hours of our employees during certain 
times of the year. We have got to continue the operation until the 
hide is in proper condition, for if we supply leather that our soldiers 
march into battle with that can not withstand the wear and tear, we 
would not be honest and fair. 

I am now speaking of a line of goods that I am familiar with, and 
that is leather, having been in that business all my life, and my father 
and grandfather before me having been tanners. If I were to say to 
my men, "Under the law these goods manufactured for the Govern- 
ment have to be made in eight hours, and I can not permit you to 
work any longer than eight nours," I would have to cease making 
Government leather, or leather for Government supply, for the simple 
reason that in the heat of summer, when we have often 100 and 105 c 
in New Jersey — as the chairman of the committee, Mr. Gardner, who 
lives in that State, well knows — if I had to operate in that tempera- 
ture, and tell my men, "I am restricted to eight hours on this work 
because these goods are made for the Government,-' why, how in the 
world would it be possible? No matter now skilled you may be, you 
can not stop at eight hours, pickle the hide and prepare it in salt 
again, and go on with it the next day. It takes three days to extract 
the salt from the hide and prepare it for tanning. 

The Acting Chairman. Are you speaking of a tannery? 

Mr. Salomon. Yes; I am speaking of tanning, of the leather busi- 
ness, in which I am, and employing close upon 1,000 hands. 

The Acting Chairman. You say that the preparation of the hides 
is such that you can not change the labor on it while it is in that process i 

Mr. Salomon. You can not change the labor. You have got to pre- 
pare the hide and continue the process until the hide is cured. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you have a three-months-day in 3-our 
tannery ? 

Mr. Salomon. No; we have no three-months' day. Our men work 
regular hours, ten hours a day. I don't want to say that every man 
can get through at ten hours on the moment. I, as the president and 
practical supervisor of my tannery to see that my hides do not decom- 

fose, have to be at the situation and watch closely for my reputation, 
have had 28 gold medals at the various expositions of the world, and 
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I think my name as a tanner is known the world over. It is simply 
known on account of the high quality of goods I produce. There are 
no better goods in America, and America to-day makes the best leather 
in the world. 

Mr. Gilbert. How long do the hides remain in the vat for the pur- 
pose of extracting the salt. 

Mr. Salomon. Three days. They go in the first day to have a simple 
soaking. Then they go into a revolving mill which is about 9 feet 
high by 8 feet wide, with wooden pins in it, into which water runs 
on both sides. They are washed and hammered until the fiber gets 
flexible and soft. After that is done they are placed again in water 
vats, where they are again soaked and receive another muling. Then 
they go in the lime. 

Mr. Gilbert. At the expiration of the nine or ten hours that your 
hands are engaged at work, what do you do ? 

Mr. Salomon. Then the hides go back in water. In the hottest 
time we have to get cold water. We have spring water which is very 
cold, and which we get from artesian wells, and we put them in that 
and keep them at a low temperature. 

Mr. Gilbert. Are the hides under the supervision of the employees 
during the whole three days ? 

Mr. Salomon. Yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. How do you manage at the end of the ten hours or 
nine hours, when that particular hand retires from work? 

Mr. Salomon. There is no telling during the hot weather when a 
thunder storm may come up, and its effect mav be very severe. The 
very meat in' your ice box in your home will feel the effect of the 
depression in the atmosphere. Our hides in the tannery are of the 
same nature and they will suffer. We have to watch them like a cap- 
tain on the bridge. I have really had times when I have suffered great 
losses, and have had losses of enormous amounts, because of severe 
overheated conditions, which are naturally recurring every summer. 

I can not tell my men in the winter time, when there is no danger, 
that they must work eight hours, and then tell them when it is hot 
that they should work ten hours. But I am always glad to shorten 
the hours. You must not think that I am in favor of not shortening 
the hours, for when I entered a tannery as an apprentice in Germany I 
used to rise at 4 o'clock in the morning to light the fires with bark 
bricks, to heat the drying rooms, so that the workmen could start at 
5 o'clock in the morning, and work up to 7 o'clock in the evening; and 
we had only a half hour for breakfast at 7 o'clock. 1 went through 
all that, and I am a strong man and an able man as a worker, and I 
look back with pride to those things. I never received any complaint 
from my boss, and I had a clean card when I left his employ, having 
learned the trade. 

I want to say that the only way we could obtain free enough fuel 
for the tanneries was this: The spent bark was put into an iron frame 
by hand and we would, with our naked feet, go on top of that iron 
frame and press the bark down, just similar to a brick, and after it 
was pressed into form we had to carry it on a short board to the drying 
apparatus — simply under the free sun — and then it had to be carried 
under the roof of the tannery building and kept there until the cold 
time when the drying room needed to be heated. 

I want to say to j t ou that there is no line of trade that is more honest 
and better than that of the tanner. In regard to regulating the time 
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and wages, there is a park in the State of New York, the Empire 
State of this great Union, which we look upon as an example as to 
time and wages, and perhaps also as to extravagance, and also misery. 
It is very diversified. I refer now to my travels last summer amongst 
the Adirondacks, where formerly the greatest tanning district was, 
because they had an unlimited supply of bark. The Adirondacks sup- 
plied the State of New York with* the wood for the buildings, the 
timber, and all that the forest could produce. The tanning business 
has disappeared from there entirely with the disappearance of the 
forest, and the forest parts of the Adirondacks are reserved for a 
Government park, as you know. 

I have seen the importance of that great flourishing condition when 
these large tanneries existed and when plenty of employment was in 
that section. I have seen, in my travels, buildings that have not been 
painted, with people living in tHem, from which the boards are rotting 
away and the shingles falling down, because these people have no 
way of supplying the necessaries of life in the Empire State. I have 
seen people that have a little patch of land where they raise a few 
potatoes to feed on. I have seen in some towns that they are manu- 
facturing shirts and underwear, and so-called overalls, and they pay 
the men — excellent labor, and intelligent-appearing men, but who have 
not had the education perhaps that they snould nave had — $1 a day 
and their children about 50 cents a day. 

I heard yesterday an argument in reference to North Carolina, that 
men are earning for eleven hours or ten and a half hours a day, $1 a 
day, and their children less than 50 cents a day. I have seen in the 
Empire State just such a condition, because the industries have 
disappeared. 

Changes in industries can not be regulated by Congress. You may 
think so, but it is not the fact. I know, for instance, in my industry, 
in leather, if I should make the leather that is used for Government 
purposes within a limited time, I would ask: What redress will I have 
if my hides perish, if my industry goes down'? 

Gentlemen, this is not the first time I have appeared before a com- 
mittee of Congress. I have been before the Committee on Ways and 
Means in relation to the tariff on leather. 

Gentlemen, there has been one great difficulty that our late lamented 
friend, Mr. Dingley 

The Acting Chairman. There are several others waiting to be 
heard. Please confine yourself to the subject under discussion. 

Mr. Salomon. In regard to the construction of the bill, the word- 
ing, I am at a loss to know what the eight-hour bill refers to. I was 
told yesterday by Mr. McComas that he could not give me the proper 
time to explain it to me; that it referred to Government cranes, to 
machinery. I said: "If there is an intention to restrict this bill to 
special machinery to be made for the Government, it should be so 
stated in the bill, so that we will not have litigations." 

I beg, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that you will be explicit and 
that this bill will be so drawn that it will have a proper definition, and 
that we who are intelligent will be able to define what it means. I am 
under the impression that it covers leather that I produce to go into 
Government shoes. I do not know that, however, and I beg you to 
be very particular to not draft this bill without defining just what you 
mean. If vou do that I will feel secure. If the bill is so drawn that 
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it is impossible for me to carry on my business I will have to retire 
from business and the trade will go back to perhaps Germany and 
France, which held it for years. It took a great deal of time to pro- 
duce perfect goods in this country, and we imported in large quanti- 
ties from all over the world to supply this market. It has only been 
within a few years that our ladies would wear shoes made from Amer- 
ican leather. 
I thank you, gentlemen. 

STATEMENT OF ME. JAMES M. REILLY, OF NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. Reilly. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, following the chair- 
man of the board of trade delegation, I have here a memorial that the 
board of trade would like to have presented to your committee. 

The Chairman. Do you simply wish to have it printed, or do you 
desire to read it? 

Mr. Reilly. I prefer to read it. 

The Chairman. VeiT well. 

Mr. Reilly. It is addressed to the honorable Committee on Labor, 
House of Representatives, and is as follows: 

memorial from the board of trade of the city of newark, 
subject: eight-hour bill. 

The HonorabU Committee on Labor, Hoiise of Representatives. 

Gentlemen: We are here to represent the 3,500 manufacturing 
industries located in the city of Newark, delegated by the leading 
commercial organization of our city, the board of trade, in which 800 
of our representative and successful business men hold membership. 

Newark occupies the position of eleventh in the rank of important 
cities of the United States for the annual output of its manufactured 
products, and per capita, on a basis of population, we hold the first 
rank among American cities as a manufacturing center, and in the 
diversity of our industries we are second to none. 

The people of our city never had, and never hope to have, any great 
opportunity of building up a commercial existence. We are essen- 
tially a citv of manufactures, and the $200,000,000 of taxable valua- 
tions which we possess has been accumulated by hard work. 

Everything and everybody in the city of Newark look to and depend 
entirely for their personal comfort, their present needs and their future 
prosperity, to the upbuilding and permanency of our industries. 

It nas been repeatedly asserted by men in touch with national affairs 
that the city of Newark is a thermometer from which can be gauged 
the rise and fall of manufactures; that no disturbance affecting such 
interests dan occur in any part of the world without the pulse of 
Newark feeling it. 

In our workshops and factories we employ 50,000 operatives, who 
draw in wages annually over $30,000,000 and produce annually 
$150,000,000 in finished products. 

It is the consensus of opinion among our manufacturers that the 
enactment of the so-called Gomper's eight-hour bill will be disastrous, 
not because it would reduce the hours of labor to eight hours a day 
on Government work, but more particularly because it provides 
another handle to the already overburdened condition which surround 

e h 23 
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all lines of industry, and because it provides another means for creat- 
ing greater disturbance between the emploj'er and the employee. 

During the past year the losses incurred from strikes, lockouts, and 
labor troubles has been estimated in the billions of dollars, and we 
feel that in the wisdom of Congress instead of adding to the trouble 
already existing there should be a disposition to bring about a remedy 
for its further prevention. 

We hold, as an organized board, that the interests of the people of 
the United States is not so much in the number of hours employed as 
the actual production of satisfactory re&ults, whereby capital stall be 
safe in its investment and labor secured in its employment. 

When such conditions are safely assured, labor can demand and 
reasonably expect its just return, but so long as labor unwisely advo- 
cates measures making the investment of capital unsafe they must 
necessarily expect to arouse strenuous antagonism. 

Among our industries we have 40 distinct lines, which produce each 
from $1,000,000 to $20,000,000 in value annually. In smelting and 
refining we produce upward of §20,000,000; in zinc products, 
$2,000,000 of value; our machine shops turn out $6,000,000; in chemi- 
cals, $2,500,000; in varnishes, $2,500,000; iron and steel, $1,500,000; 
leather, $10,000,000; celluloid, $2,500,000; in copper goods, $3,000,000 
to $5,000,000; electrical supplies, $1,500,000; jewelry and silversmith- 
ing upward of $10,000,000, and so we might go on citing iudustry 
after industry, each and every one of whom feel that the enactment of 
such a law would be hurtful and injurious. 

On behalf of these great establishments, we argue that if you reduce 
the hours of labor you limit the output of industry, and that you must 
therefore necessarily either advance the cost of the product or cheapen 
the cost of the labor. 

We can not but feel that any measure which would make necessary 
the imposition of a greater tariff than that which the people of the 
United States have so generously supported in the building up of our 
industrial interests would be a menace to the future prosperity of the 
nation, that it would be unwise and dangerous, and that the ultimate 
outcome of this measure, if it become a law, would be such a tariff. 

Since 1800 one industrial plant has increased from 765 to over 3,500. 
Capital invested from $13,800,000 to upward of $100,000,000; the 
yearly product from $27,000,000 to $150,000,000, and through the 
expansion and upbuilding of these industries our population has 
increased from 71,000, in 1860, to 300,000 to-day. 

We do not understand the thoqght which would jeopardize such 
progress; it is foreign to that wholesome Americanism which has made 
possible our success as a manufacturing nation. The manufacturers 
of this nation can not but view with alarm measures of this character 
when proposed and seriously considered by a committee of Congress, 
and we wish to again state that the manufacturers of the city of 
Newark emphatically oppose the passage of this measure. In support 
of these statements, we beg to present to you the following resolution 
which was adopted by unanimous vote at a regular meeting of our 
board, attended by over two hundred representative citizens, as our 
warrant for so doing. 

Resolved, That the board of trade of the city of Newark is opposed to the enact- 
ment of the so-called eight-hour bill now before the Committee on Labor of the 
House of Representatives, as we consider such a law would injure the manufacturing, 
commercial, and labor interests of the United States. 
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Praying your consideration, we respectfully submit this memorial 
on behalf of the board of trade of the city of Newark, N. J. 

E. S. Campbell, President 
Jas. M. Reilly, Secretary. 

March 24, 1904. 

The Chairman. Is there any other gentleman present who desires 
to be heard in opposition to the bill? 
Mr. Charles B. Baldwin. I do. 
The Chairman. How long will you wish to speak? 
Mr. Baldwin. Not more than fiVe minutes. 
The Chairman. Very well. 

STATEMENT OF ME. CHARLES B. BALDWIN, REPRESENTING THE 
PAPER BOX MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION OF NEW TORE. 

Mr. Baldwin. I come to represent the Paper Box Manufacturers' 
Association of New York. I am the president of that association and 
my name is Charles B. Baldwin. Our association includes all the 
manufacturers of paper boxes, not only in New York City, but in 
adjacent towns. I say "all." I mean at least 90 per cent. We con- 
trol 90 per cent of the trade. 

The Acting Chairman. Are you a trust? 

Mr. Baldwin. No, sir; it is no trust. We are independent manu- 
facturers. 

Mr. Hughes. Independent of what? 

Mr. Gilbert. How does one man happen to represent them all? 

Mr. Baldwin. How is that? 

Mr. Gilbert. How do you represent 90 per cent of them? 

Mr. Baldwin. We are independent, except that we have an associa- 
tion for our mutual benefit in certain directions. 

Mr. Hughes. What do you mean when you say you are independent ? 

Mr. Baldwin. The chairman asked if we were a trust. I said, no; 
we are independent in that manner — that we are not a trust. 

Mr. Hughes. Is there a trust? 

Mr. Baldwin. No; there is no trust. We come under the provisions 
of this bill — that is, we would be affected by it under the head of sub- 
contractors, for the reason that many of the supplies that are purchased 
bv the Government are packed in paper boxes. The contractor sup- 
plying these goods makes contracts with us for these boxes. A few of 
the things I refer to are shoes, underwear, stationery, envelopes, and 
there are many others which I can not think of at the present time. 

The result of the passage of this bill would be that we would either 
have to discontinue supplying these contractors with paper boxes for 
these goods, or we would have to adopt an eight-hour day. If we were 
compelled to adopt an eight-hour day it would mean an increase in the 
cost of our product, and in our particular line where labor is such a 
large item in the manufacture, it would have a great influence on the 
price. In some cases it would make the cost of our product so great 
that we would be unable to sell the goods in competition with wooden 
boxes, for instance. In that way it would curtail our sales, and would 
limit the employment of labor. 

Mr. Conner. What would be the per cent of increase in cost? 

Mr. Baldwin. I should think 30 per cent. 
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At the present time we have difficulty in securing skilled labor in 
our business. That is, at certain times. At other times there is a 
surplus of it. But it f requently happens that it is necessary for us to 
run our establishments considerably more than eight hours a day. We 
run them more than eight hours a day every day now. Sometimes we 
are called upon to run them nights in order to fill our contracts. If 
this bill became a law we would be prevented from doing that, and 
would lose that amount of business. 

The Acting Chairman. What percentage of your business is 
Government business? 

Mr. Baldwin. It is very small. 

The Acting Chairman. Five or 10 per cent? 

Mr. Baldwin. I could not give any definite figures. It is very 
small, I should say; but the effect of the adoption of the eight-hour 
law by the people in other lines would naturally be to force it upon us. 

Mr. Conner. When you run at night do ^ou have a different force 
of men from the force you have in the daytime? 

Mr. Baldwin. No, sir; we have the same force. 

In a general way the passage of this bill would be detrimental to our 
business. As I said before, we have a scarcity of labor, and cutting 
down the hours would make it almost impossible for us at times to fill 
our contracts. We simply could not do it. 

Mr. Hughes. What class of labor do you employ, male or female ? 

Mr. Baldwin. Both men and women. 

Mr. Gilbert. If you were to better the condition of the laborers, 
would not that facilitate the opportunities of getting more employees, 
instead of lessening your chances ? Assuming, now, that an eight-hour 
day is what the laboring man wants — you say if you cut it down to an 
eight-hour system you could not get employees. Would not that 
improve your opportunities foi getting employees? 

Mr. Baldwin. 1 do not think that it would, for the reason that much 
of the work is piecework, and we are offering overtime to encourage 
people to come into our business. The scale of wages is advancing 
constantly on account of the demand for labor, and the manufacturers 
have tried various schemes to attract labor; but they only succeed in 
attracting them away from another manufacturer. 

We do not seem to be able to get new people to come in. If we do 
get them it is almost a thankless job to educate people in the business, 
for the reason that when they become competent there is such a 
demand for them that they immediately leave the man who spent his 
time and who has wasted considerable money on them in educating 
them. 

The. Acting Chairman. Where do they go? To some other manu- 
facturer of like goods? 

Mr. Baldwin. To some other manufacturer, yes. Therefore it is a 
disadvantage to a manufacturer to take people who are called " learn- 
ers. " He spends a great deal of time and wastes a great deal of mate- 
rial, and then gets no return for it. 

Mr. Hughes. How many hours do you work a day now ? 

Mr. Baldwin. Nine hours in my establishment. 

Mr. Foster. What .proportion of men do you employ, and what 
proportion of women and children? 

Mr. Baldwin. Do you mean as an association, or individually? 

Mr. Hughes. He means you, individually. Still, I do not know 
that I should state what he means. 
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Mr. Foster. I was really referring to the association. 

Mr. Baldwin. I think about 40 per cent men and 60 per cent 
women. 

Mr. Foster. No children? 

Mr. Baldwin. Yes, there are some children. The girls, I think, 
are over 16. 

Mr. Hughes. What is the average rate of wages? 

Mr. Baldwin. For what class? 

Mr. Hughes. In the three classes; men, women, and children. 

Mr. Baldwin. The men earn from $6 to $24 a week. 

Mr. Hughes. On piecework? 

Mr. Baldwin. They are on time work, mostly. The women earn 
from $3 to $15 and $18 a week. It depends upon the skill of the 
operative. 

Mr. Hearst. I would like to ask one question. If you were to 
reduce your hours from nine to eight hours, which would be one-ninth 
reduction of time, how does it increase the cost of production 30 per 
cent, as stated by you? 

Mr. Baldwin. In my particular case it would not increase it that 
much, but I am speaking for the association, and many of them have 
a ten-hour day. 

Mr. Hearst. That would not make it, would it? You would have 
to have a twelve-hour day to do it, would you not? 

Mr. Baldwin. The space necessary for the operative is very expen- 
sive in a city like New York; and besides the actual wages paid to the 
operative, you want to take into consideration the other expenses 
incidental to the employment of that operative. It would not make 
that difference in the wages alone. 

The Acting Chairman. Some other gentleman can have ten min- 
utes now. 

Mr. James A. Coe. I would like to have about two minutes. 

The Chairman. Very well. When you have had five minutes I will 
call you attention to the fact. 

STATEMENT OF MB. JAMES A. COE, OF NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. Coe. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is James A. Coe, 
of Newark, N. J. I am a merchant, and I want to speak from a mer- 
chant's standpoint simply, as I think it will pay us to look at this mat- 
ter from that standpoint. I might say also that I think it would pay 
to look at it from a landlord's standpoint, for I think that honest con- 
fessions, even from members of the labor unions, are given to the 
landlords more frequently than to the bosses or to the officials of their 
association. 

We have a large percentage of the output of jewelry going from 
Newark, and invariably they have seasons in their trade. They have 
dull seasons and they have busy seasons, and it is almost compulsory 
for a man, in order to eke out a living, to have overtime work during 
the busy season. 

I think the question of overtime ought to be emphasized before this 
honorable committee, and I think the more emphasis is placed upon 
that one feature the better it would be both for the employer and the 
employee. 
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Another feature which 1 will also refer to is this: 

The city of Newark, N. J., represents a more largely diversified line 
of manufactures than perhaps any other city in the Union. 

Many of the factories are manufacturing what might be termed 
" season goods," which means, dull times during a number of months 
of the year, and overtime demands, which are always welcomed by 
employees to average up their yearly income. Eliminate the over- 
time requirements and a positive wrong and great injury will be meted 
out to the mechanic and artisan. 

Then another feature I would like to emphasize is this: The invest- 
ors place the machinery at the disposal of the factory, and expect the 
life of that machinery to be used and as "many hours as possible to be 
utilized to get their income from the machinery. The manufacturing 
interests demand that the factory shall make such propositions to 
investors that we will have capital offered to us after that machinery 
has been installed. Curtail the output of that machinery and you put 
us at a disadvantage with the world. We are under a protective 
tariff, which every man in this room feels he has seen the blessings of. 
If you put alongside of that the curtailment of the machinery which 
our unions gracefully admit into the factories, and which are rejected 
by many manufacturers, especially in Wales, we eliminate the useful- 
ness of the machinery, and we raise the fixed charges that are actually 
necessary in the running of the business. 

By increasing the length of life of machinery, which is readily 
accomplished by decreasing hours of operation, the decreasing of out- 
put will add a large percentage to fixed charges which is made manifest 
in the increasing of cost of all manufactured goods. Demands upon 
manufacturers of machinery will be decreased in the proportion and 
to the extent expressed by the shortening of hours, and the demand 
for iron and steel products that go into the manufacture of machinery 
will be proportionately decreased. 

The question, then, is one that interests every laboring man and 
every skilled artisan, from the miner to the salaried official. The 
question, therefore, resolves itself into the discussion of the expediency 
of disregarding that which has always been considered by every sane 
business man as the zenith of his ambition, namely, to secure the 
minimum amount of fixed charges, as far as percentage is concerned, 
by increase of output. 

Employer and employee are mutually interested, and surely are 
cognizant of the fact that manufacturing facilities already existing in 
the United States are more than adequate to supply demands emanating 
from the United States. 

By sustaining of existing tariffs and marketing of products that have 
been manufactured to the full capacity of machinery and machines that 
have been in operation, no reduction in wages ha.ve occurred. I think 
I am right in that statement. The immense amount of capital, as 
expressed in the actual cost of machinery, has been secured with 
positive assurance in minds of investors that income would be derived 
from their investments. By decreasing the demand for labor, which 
naturally would be a consequence if discontinuance for large per- 
centage of time be demanded by restricting hours for use of machinery, 
the injury will also be meted out upon mechanic and laborer. 

1 plead, therefore, from a merchant's standpoint, that you duly con- 
sider the interests of both employer and employee by not being 
unmindful of the fact that products of machinery and machines of the 



EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORERS ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 359 

improved type, as found in our factories, must not be decreased, as 
such a course is bound to prescribe the amount of wages that manu- 
facturers can afford to pay to their employees. 

The Acting Chairman. Who would like to be heard now? 

Mr. William E. Norris. I would like to say a word. 

The Acting Chairman. How many minutes would you like to 
occupy ? 

Mr.* Norris. Two or three minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MB. WILLIAM £. NORRIS, REPRESENTING THE 
NEW YORK PAPER BOX MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION. 

Mr. Norris. There is one point that our president did not bring 
out especially strong, and that is this: That under the eight-hour law 
there will be periods of the year— and it is so now — when we can not 
get employees enough to meet our contracts without working over- 
time. We do not demand that our operatives shall work overtime, 
but they are always willing to do so. 

They are glad of an opportunity to make up for what they lose 
during the dull periods. If the eight-hour law should go into effect 
it would necessitate our educating a larger number of operatives dur- 
ing the dull periods, and all along the Tine a much larger number of 
operatives would be working on shorter hours, thereby decreasing 
their income. Then again practically 60 or 70 per cent of the goods 
which we manufacture are bought by laboring people. In the first 
place, an eight-hour law would increase the cost to them of the goods 
which they buy, and it would decrease their earning power. We 
therefore feel that it is not right for the Government to interfere in 
this matter. As we do not demand our operatives to work overtime, 
we feel that it is not right for the Government to demand that they 
shall not work anv more than eight hours. 

Mr. Gompers. ^The Batavia paper box manufacturers are not mem 
bers of vour association i 

Mr. JJorris. They are not. We take in the manufacturers of New 
York City and vicinity. 

Mr. Schulteis. Does that control 95 per cent of the trade, as your 
predecessor stated ? 

Mr. Norris. Of that locality. Ninety-five per cent of the paper- 
box manufacturers in that locality are members of our association. 

Mr. Gompers. What is the number of your employees i 

Mr. Norris. I should imagine that we have, all told, somewhere in 
the neighborhood of 3,000. 

Mr. Gompers. In the association? 

Mr. Norris. Yes. 

Mr. Gompers. I mean in your particular plant? 

Mr. Norris. Oh, in my particular plant? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes. 

Mr. Norris. We have, I think, 273 or 274 now. 

Mr. Gompers. What is the number of men and women and girls, 
respectively ? 

Mr. Norris. 1 should imagine — I couldn't tell you without going 
over the pay roll — but I imagine about 20 per cent men, and 60 per 
cent of wnat might be called women (middle-aged women), and 20 per 
cent of what might be called beginners. There is one point, however, 
that I wish to make in regard to my own concern. We have four 
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different departments, and the foreman of each department is a man 
who started in as a boy at the beginning and worked on up. Our 
point has been always, and it is generally so throughout the industry* 
to educate and advance as far as possible. Although I am the secre- 
tary and general manager of my concern, I started in as an office boy,, 
and I worked in every department. 

Mr. Gompers. What are the wages of the men? What are the 
highest and the lowest wages? 

Mr. Norris. We have men who are earning $28 a week. We put 
no man on under $1.50 a day. 

Mr. Gompers. W T hat are the seasons of work? 

Mr. Norris. It differs with different establishments. 

Mr. Gompers. 1 refer to yours. 

Mr. Norris. We have one that is rushed during the spring and fall; 
and in another plant, the summer is the rush period. 

Mr. Gompers. I want to confine myself, if I can, to your particular 
plant. 

Mr. Norris. I have four plants. 

Mr. Gompers. Oh. 

Mr. Norris. In the third plant the work is so classified that it is 
about an even thing throughout the year; but it is a very great 
exception. 

Mr. Gompers. But you have four distinct sets of employees in those 
plants. 

Mr. Norris. Four distinct sets of employees in those factories. 

Mr. Gompers. W r hat are the wages of the women? 

Mr. Norris. The wages of the women run from $1.25 to $1.75 a day 
with us. The average of our female employees of all four factories is 
$1.05 a day. 

Mr. Gompers. And the lowest wage paid to girls is what? 

Mr. Norris. Fifty cents a day f orbeginners, but they are advanced 
rapidly. As I say, the average wage paid to females in all four fac- 
tories is $1.05 a day. t 

Mr. Gompers. About what periods of idleness during the year are 
there when you have no employment for your men, women, and girls? 

Mr. Norris. About two months in the year would cover it. There 
is no time when there is no employment, but there are two months in 
the year when half time would cover our contracts and orders. 

Mr. Gompers. Do the laws of the State of New York prohibit the 
employment of children under 14 vears of age? 

Mr. Norris. They do; and in Connecticut also. My factories are 
located in Connecticut. 

Mr. Gompers. And they also limit the hours of labor for women 
and girls? 

Mr. Norris. They do. That is, a manufacturer, as I am informed 
the law is, can not demand that an operative shall work beyond so 
many hours; but the operatives have the privilege of working if they 
wish. 

STATEMENT OF ME. CYRUS E. JONES, PRESIDENT OF THE 
MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION, OF JAMESTOWN, N. T. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I represent the Manufacturers' Associa- 
tion of Jamestown, N. Y., comprising about fifteen combined manu- 
facturers, employing about 8,000 people. 
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I will only say, very briefly, that what we want most is to be let 
alone. We do not ask that you oblige our employees to work twelve 
or fourteen hours a day. We ask that you do not enact any legisla- 
tion that will prevent a man working more than eight hours a day. 
They say that "that government is best which governs least." We 
believe no man knows when the day stopped consisting of twelve hours 
and went to eleven, or from eleven to ten, and probably again from ten 
to nine. You can not place vour finger on the exact time when that 
change took place. Personally, and as a manufacturer, I do not care 
how soon we work eight hours, or seven hours, or seven and a half 
hours; but I do not believe in any law that will oblige a man to work 
eight hours and eight hours only. In other words, what we want is 
to be let alone. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do you mean by a combined association? 

Mr. Jones. We have a manufacturers' association. 

Mr. Gilbert. Combined for what? 

Mr. Jones. It takes in practically all the manufacturers there. 

Mr. Gilbert. Combined for what purpose? 

Mr. Jones. For the purpose of mutual protection. As a manu- 
facturer I consider that labor has a perfect right to organize, and as 
manufacturers we claim the same ri^ht. 

Mr. Gilbert. You have uniformity of hours among all those 15 
manufacturers? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir; some work nine hours, some nine and a half, 
and some ten. I believe none of them works less than nine hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any uniformity as to the schedule- of wages 
paid employees? 

Mr. Jones. Not at all. 

Mr. Spalding. They are different industries? 

Mr. Jones. They are different industries — manufacturing furni- 
ture, textiles, art metal, and other products. 

Mr. Hughes. What is the purpose of the organization? 

Mr. Jones. One of the inrportant purposes of the organization is 
the purchase of supplies. We buy all our coal in common, and we 
buy nails and screws in common. 

Mr. Conner. Are you in a trust? 

Mr. Jones. No; it is not a trust. 

The Acting Chairman. They manufacture different lines? 

Mr. Jones. They are all different lines of manufacture. We have 
a secretary who takes up matters of transportation, and a claim depart- 
ment, and a collection department. 

Mr. Hughes. A sort of cooperative arrangement for purchasing 
wholesale supplies? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Gilbert. Is there any uniformity in the selling. price of the 
products? 

Mr. Jones. Not at all. They are diversified products. I believe as 
little in that as I do in the other side of it. 

Mr. Gompers. In presenting this position of the Manufacturers' 
Association of Jamestown before this committee in regard to the bill 
under consideration you do not undertake to say that you represent 
the views of the employees of the members of the Manufacturers' 
Association? 

Mr. Jones. I would not undertake to say that I am here in that 
capacity, Mr. Gompers. I believe, however, that a large number of 
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them would resent any law which would prevent them from working 
more than eight hours if they chose to do so. I esteem it the right of 
every man, and almost an inborn right, to work as long as he pleases, 
and, as I understand our Government, it started out to provide that a 
man should do as he liked, so long as he did not interfere with the 
rights of other men. 

Mr. Gilbert. That was before any combination of manufacturers 
was formed. 

Mr. Jones. 1 do not defend combinations of manufacturers any 
more than I do any other combination. We have no combinations in 
our town. 

Mr. Furuseth. May I ask the gentleman a question 2 

Mr. Jones. Certainly. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you believe that employees may send a com 
mittee to you to discuss with you the hours of labor, of wages, and of 
shop rules? 

Mr. Jones. A committee may come to me for that purpose, you 
mean ? 

Mr. Furuseth. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. I certainty do. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you believe that it is proper for the employees 
and the employers to agree together on those questions? 

Mr. Jones. I certainly do. I believe they should agree together. 

Mr. Furuseth. Do you know of any other way that the employer 
known as the United States may be approached by the employees who 
work for it except through its legal representatives in Congress? 

Mr. Jones. I certainly do. I know of a much better way, and that 
is to leave the whole matter to be worked out along natural laws, as 
other matters are worked out. 

Mr. Hughes. Mr. Furuseth is regarding the United States in the 
light of an employer who is going to have some work done. 

Mr. Jones. I object to it as an opening wedge. As applied to our 
own factories, it would be an impossibility for a man to take an order. 
For instance, we do Government work in the furniture business, and 
we have another large factory employing 800 hands, which has fitted 
up several cruisers. Probably 10 or 15 per cent of their work is 
Government work; and as a manufacturer 1 know it would be impos- 
sible to run eight hours on that particular work, and then run ten 
hours, as they would have to do to compete in their export trade, 
which is a very large trade. It would be impossible to run part of 
the factory at the rate of eight hours, and the other part at the rate 
of ten hours. We all know it could not be done. 

Mr. Hughes. You are sacrificing the inherent rights of labor, and 
refusing to reduce the hours of labor, largely on account of the export 
trade, you think? 

Mr. Jones. No, I do not think so, any more than the domestic 
conditions. # 

Mr. Gompers. Is it not true that the hours of labor have been 
reduced within the past twenty years or thirty years? 

Mr. Jones. It is, and I believe they will be still further reduced. 
I believe I represent the association in stating that we do not care how 
soon the reduction comes, if it comes naturally. Some of the greatest 
troubles we have had have been in this respect. For instance, the 
manufacturer of this country has been obliged to seek foreign markets. 
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There are times when, as happened last year, or the year before, our 
own consumption nearly if not quite comes up to production. At all 
other times we are obliged to seek a foreign market. We go abroad 
and establish our connections, and then, after a year, or two, or three, 
the conditions are such that labor is higher, and everything goes up, 
and we are obliged to change that and drop that market entirely. 

Mr. Gilbert. Are you willing to answer whether you sell your prod- 
uct in the foreign market cheaper than you do at home? 

Mr, Jones. We do not. I speak of our own production. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you really succeed in getting the same rate in the 
foreign market as at home ? 

Mr. Jones. We have higher rates paid in the market in England for 
furniture that is worked here. 

Mr. Hughes. You are able to compete with the English workmen? 

Mr. Jones. We are. They have practically no machinery in the 
furniture business in the other country. 

Mr. Gilbert. What percentage of your output is sent abroad? 

Mr. Jones. Not over 10 per cent, varying at different times. We 
prefer our home market, because of the fact that they require different 
finishes there. 

Mr. Hughes. You can manufacture furniture here and ship it to 
England and sell it there cheaper than the Englishman can manufac- 
ture and sell it on his own ground? 

Mr. Jones. We can. 

The Acting Chairman. You say it is largely on account of the use 
of machinery? 

Mr. Jones. It is largely for this reason. Take the case of making 
a table of this kind (referring to table in committee room). A machine 
is set up here for making that table, and where we would produce 100 
or 200 of a given pattern, the English manufacturer works that very 
table out almost entirely by hand. Everything he makes is a special 
thing. In the matter of a desk, for instance, you will see their work- 
ingmen taking them about on carts and selling the product of their 
own labor. r l hey go up to the oack end of a furniture store, and the 
buyer comes out and looks it over as an individual piece. 

Mr. Gompers. Is not that more largely true in Spain, France, and 
Italv? 

Mr. Jones. I am not familiar with the Spanish market, but I know 
it obtains both in France and England. 

Mr. Gompers. Is it not more largely so in France than it is in 
England? 

Mr. Jones. I would think they were about equal in that way. I am 
more familiar with the English market, because we have sought that 
market, and there are comparatively few articles of furniture that are 
made in quantities there. 

Mr. Gompers. Are you aware as to the relative hours of labor of 
men and women in the furniture trade in the United States and those 
of England? 

Mr. Jones. Not in England. I do not know how long they work in 
England, but I say I think it is more largely individual work there. 

Mr. Gompers. How is it as to the furniture factories of England as 
compared to the furniture factories of the United States, or your own? 

Mr. Jones. I might almost say that there are no furniture factories 
in England as we know furniture factories here. 
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Mr. Hughes. Have you any idea why they do not use improved 
machinery in England? 

Mr. Jones. I do not know. 

Mr. Hughes. Is it because they have more regard or liking for 
handicraft? 

Mr. Jones. Their market is more restricted. 

Mr. Hughes. Is it that they have more regard for handicraft there? 

Mr. Jones. I do not think so. 

The Acting Chairman. Most of this machinery is of American 
invention, is it not? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

The Acting Chairman. And it is likely that they will work into it 
in time? 

Mr. Jones. They have been coming here of late to buy machined 
wood, as we call it, buying furniture in the white, and shipping it over 
there and finishing it in that market. Of course if they were manu- 
facturers they would not do that. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Millard F. Bowen, secretary of the 
Buffalo Manufacturers' Club, wants to be heard for two minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MS. MILLARD F. BOWEN, OF BUFFALO, H. T. 

Mr. Bowen. Gentlemen, I simply want to enter the appearance of 
the Manufacturers' Club of Buffalo, which is an association of business 
men, formed as a board of trade. Their object is to increase the 
industries of the city of Buffalo and the Niagara frontier. We are 
doing all we can to maintain conditions of industrial peace. If we are 
let alone we will maintain those conditions. There is less trouble, I 
think, to the square inch in Buffalo than in any other large city in the 
country, or perhaps in the world, in labor conditions. We succeed, if 
we are let alone, in keeping our shops busy all the time, and I would 
simply urge that this bill— perhaps it is not right to advise the 
committee, but that this bill be not reported 

Mr. Hughes. Favorably? 

Mr. Bow en. Whatever you call it. 

Mr. Gompers. Is not the condition of the organization among the 
working people of Buffalo in a fairly flourishing condition? 

Mr. Bowen. That is what I say. We are fairly flourishing. All 
are employed that want to be employed, right along. Conditions of 
industrial peace are maintained there, and largely through our means. 
We meet tne working men halfway in every case. 

Mr. Gompers. And they are organized? 

Mr. Bowen. The organizations of workingmen there, I think, are 
just about the same as in every other city, but they seem to be officered 
in such a way that they can be approached, and they are approached, 
and they approach us in such a way as to maintain industrial peace. 
That is our motto: Free shops for free workmen and industrial peace 
on both sides. 

Mr. Gilbert. Can you suggest some remedy for Chicago? 

Mr. Bowen. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. Does any other gentleman desire to address 
the committee 3 

Mr. E. M. Kiser. I would like to. 
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The Acting Chairman. How much time would you like? 
Mr. Kiser. I want about ten minutes. 
The Acting Chairman. I will give you ten minutes. 
Mr. Kiser. I thank you. 

STATEMENT OF MB. E. M. KISEB, REPRESENTING THE PAPER BOX 
MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION, OP NEW YORK. 

Mr. Kiser. Mr. Chairman, I appear as the attorney for the Paper 
Box Manufacturers' Association of the city of New York, two of whose 
representatives have previously spoken; and likewise as the attorney 
for the Manufacturing Jewelers' Association of the city of New York. 
Both of these associations — and I do not say this to cause dissension, 
but merely to explain our position somewhat — have had considerable 
trouble with organized labor, so-called, due solely to the fact that we 
contended for the principle that the employer is the proper man to run 
his own concern. 1 am very glad to say that we were completely able 
to maintain that position. 

Mr. Spalding. You are an attorney ? 

Mr. Kiser. I am. 

Mr. Spalding. Do you not recognize the fact that in this case the 
Government is the employer? 

Mr. Kiser. Which case is that? 

Mr. Spalding. In the cases that this bill covers. 

Mr. Kiser. No; I do not think it is really a Government matter. 
As far as one bill which has been passed is concerned, and that is 
the eight- hour bill on Government public work, there I recognize the 
fact that the Government is the emplover, and they are the agents of 
the Government itself, directed by tne Government. They do the 
work just as the Government directs its various officials to do their 
work; but this bill is a very different measure. This bill .is aimed to 
hit the independent contractor, and also the subcontractor, who supply 
work to the Government. It is not a question of the Government. 
It is a question of these Government contractors, which is a very 
different matter. 

Mr. Goebel. How is the jewelers' trade affected? 

Mr. Kiser. I am not a jeweler, but an attorney; and I wish to speak 
as to the unconstitutionality of the measure and other points, and not 
as a jeweler. I am not a jeweler myself, and if I attempt to say much 
about that line I might get beyond my depth. 

Mr. Goebel. You said you represented the jewelers' trade. 

Mr. Kiser. I represent them as an attorney. 

Mr. Goebel. I was at a lo&s to see how that trade could be affected 
by the bill. 

Mr. Kiser. 1 imagine it is affected like any other thing along the 
line, because the provisions of the bill are such that if it goes into 
operation it will cause such general dissatisfaction as to practidallv 
enforce a national eight-hour law, and we are in that way interested; 
and we arre also interested as being an employers' association which is 
formed for the purpose of giving to the employers the right to run 
their own concerns as they see fit. That is a principle which is being 
contested in this bill. 
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Mr. Conner. You do not think a national eight-hour law could 
touch your business, as a lawyer, do you? 

Mr. Kiser. As a lawyer, I think it might. That question is one 
which could not arise, though. 

Mr. Conner. You mean a universal law ? 

Mr. Kiser. Do you mean for law clerks? 

The Acting Chairman. He means for you to give your opinion, as 
a lawyer, whether you think it is going to affect your employers. 

Mr. Kiser. I tell you the answer to your question, as it occurs to 
me, is this: 1 do not believe there is an attorney to-day, anywhere, in 
any State in the Union, who has not burned the midnight oil con- 
stantly 

Mr. Goebel. I do not care anything about their burning midnight 
oil. I want to get your opinion, as a lawyer, on the question of 
whether or not a national eight-hour law would strike your business. 

The Acting Chairman. Mone of us expect a lawyer to work eight 
hours. Mr. Goebel refers to the business of your clients. 

Mr. Kiser. I do not see how it would be possible. I do not know 
what the requirements would be. 

Mr. Hughes. I thought the Judge meant this: Do you think, as a 
lawyer, that it would be possible under our present Constitution to 
pass a national eight- hour law? 

Mr. Kiser. No; and I do not think it would be possible under the 
Constitution to pass the law which is before this committee. It is 
possible to pass it, but it would be unconstitutional. 

Mr. Spalding. Will you permit me to ask a question or two? 

Mr. Kiser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Spalding. You will concede that you, as an individual, have a 
right to employ anybody but eight hours a day, will you not? 

Mr. Kiser. Ever\ r man has a right to run his own business as he 
pleases under our Government, as long as he keeps within the laws. 

Mr. Spalding. The Government is the individual in this case, is it 
not? 

Mr. Kiser. No; not in this bill. 

Mr. Spalding. Does not the Government have the same right that 
you have as an employer of labor to say that it will employ nobody 
but eight hours? 

Mr. Kiser. It does say that in the bill for public works, but not in 
this bill. Those contractors who do the work are the ones who are 
affected, and not the Government. 

Mr. Spalding. Let us go a little further. As an individual you 
have a perfect right as an employer to say that you will buy nothing 
into the construction of which more labor than eight hours a day enters! 

Mr. Kiser. It is, however, right to say why this is. The Govern- 
ment does not say that. 

Mr. Spalding." Why has not the Government the same right as a 
purchaser? 

Mr. Kiser. But that is not what the Government says in this case. 
The Government is not saying what it will not purchase. It says that 
no people will be allowed to work over a certain limit of time in 
endeavoring to supply goods to the Government; and the result of 
the bill would be that people would not supply the Government things. 

Mr. Spalding. This bill, in effect, says that the Government will 
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buy nothing for its own use on which more than eight hours of labor 
is emplovea. That is what it says, in effect. 

Mr. Kjser. I do not think that is the real effect of the bill. There 
is a certain class of manufacturers who have for years supplied the 
Government with material, and who are the only class of manufactur- 
ers, probably, who are able to do it; but the Government here steps 
in and makes it a crime, practically, for any 

Mr. Hughes. Oh, no. 

Mr. Kiser. Thev do in the other bill. 

Mr. Spalding. Vou are now drifting off on the question of policy. 
You started out to argue as to the constitutionality of the measure. ~ 

Mr. Kiser. Well, I will do so if you will be kind enough to let me. 

Mr. Spalding. I wanted to help yon. 

Mr. Kiser. When I get through with my remarks, if I think I need 
anv help I will be glad to avail myself of it. 

Mr. Conner. Well, let us hear what you have to say as to the con- 
stitutionality of the bill. 

Mr. Kiser.' Speaking on the constitutionality of the measure, there 
are two points of view that vve must keep in mind — the point of view 
of the employer and the point of view of the laborer. Under the Con- 
stitution every man has a right to contract freely, so long as he keeps 
within the limits of the law. The fifth amendment states that no per- 
son shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law. When an employer enters into a fair ancl honest contract that 
contract is property, and is entitled to the same protection as any 
other property; and it is not competent for a legislature to place bur- 
densome restrictions upon the method by which the contract shall be 
carried out. 

Mr. Goebel. Do you not know that the Supreme Court held other- 
wise in the Kansas case? 

Mr. Kiser. 1 know that there are ten decisions of the Supreme 
Court in support of my contention. 

Mr. Hughes. You know that the Supreme Court of the United 
States in the Kansas case decided against your contention ? 

Mr. Kiser. I have heard that it was done, but probably that was 
done under the police power. 

Mr. Gilbert. The Supreme Court has stated on all occasions that 
the Government can limit the hours of labor. 

Mr. Hughes. The Supreme Court differs from you on the point as 
to the United States not being the employer. They seem to hold that 
the United States is the employer. 

The Acting Chairman. I do not suppose it is contended that the 
United States is the employer under the t>ill when it buys goods in the 
open market. 

Mr. Hughes. It is the employer of the labor. 

The Acting Chairman. If the Government buys one thousand 
shirts for the soldiers, at some store, I do not understand that it is 
claimed that the United States is the employer of the labor. 

Mr. Hughes. That comes within the proviso. 

The Acting Chairman. What proviso* 

Mr. Hughes. Which excepts supplies from the operation of the law. 

The Acting Chairman. The United States is a customer, the same 
as any other. 
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Mr. Hughes. It is excepted from the operation of the law in that case. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Kiser, it you wish to give the legal 
aspect of it, explain to us why the United States, the same as any 
other purchaser of goods in the market, has not a right to put any 
restrictions upon the goods that it sees fit along any line it chooses? 

Mr. Kiser. One reason that occurs to me is this: That it is practi- 
cally a taking of property, which is unconstitutional — taking property 
without due process of law. 

The Acting Chairman. How is that ? Explain that in detail, please. 
The Government advertises for one thousand shirts for the soldiers, 
and says it will not buy any that made by labor employed more than 
eight hours. Anybody can bid on that. Just how is that a taking 
of property? 

Mr. Kiser. In this way. This Government contracting has gone 
on for a great many years, and the men who supply shirts and other 
materials have built large plants and have expended a great deal, of 
money, putting in perhaps $30,000 or $40,000 in a plant. 

The Acting Chairman. To supply the Government? 

Mr. Kiser. I think so. In many instances they may supply other 
outside trade; but they increase the plant because the Government is 
probably the best buyer in the country. When a bill says, "Do not 
work in this way; cease working in this way," it is a taking of prop- 
erty without due process of law. 

Mr. Gilbert. Does not every man invest money with the definite 
understanding that it is to be controlled by subsequent constitutional 
legislation ? 

Mr. Hughes. And do you think they have a right to bid exclusively 
for Government work ? 

Mr. Kiser. No; but ev^ry man has an inherent right to contract 
legally, as long as he keeps within the law. When he makes a con- 
tract for ten hours it is legal. 

Mr. Hughes. Suppose Congress refuses to appropriate money to 
pay for one of these contracts, for instance. 

Mr. Kiser. That is a chance under the ordinary laws. But this 
legislation is undoubtedly unconstitutional. It not only deprives the 
employer of his property right, but it deprives the laborer of his 
property right. The laboring man's ability to labor is the original 
foundation of all property. 

Mr. Conner. You would not care to put yourself on record as say- 
ing that if a manufacturer has built up his business and has been sup- 
plying the Government with his products, and the Government buys 
somewhere else, or attaches other conditions to the purchase, it would 
be unconstitutional? 

Mr. Kiser. No; I do not think I would go as far as that. 

The Acting Chairman. The gentlemaivs time has expired, with 
four minutes over. What is the committee's disposition about sitting 
longer? 

Mr. Hughes. When are the proponents of the bill going on? 

The Acting Chairman. To-morrow at 10.30 o'clock. 

The committee thereupon adjourned until to-morrow, March 25, 
1904, at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 
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Committee on Labor, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C, March 25, 190b. 
The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. Edward B.Vreeland 
in the chair. 

The Acting Chairman. The committee is ready to proceed. 

STATEMENT OF MB. JAMES O'CONNELL, PRESIDENT OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS. 

Mr. O'Connell. Mr. Chairman, I am the president of the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists, an organization composed of 
75,000 skilled machinists. I am also president of the Federated 
Metal Trades of North America, an organization composed of the 
various national organizations engaged in the metal industries, repre- 
senting approximately about 300,000 men engaged in the metal trades. 
I am also vice-president of the American Federation of Labor. 

In opening up the discussion from the standpoint of those who are 
favoraole to the pending bill, I desire to say, in behalf of the bill, that 
we are asking the Government to inaugurate a reduction in the hours 
of labor in its contracting and subcontracting work. We are not ask- 
ing the Government to be the first to reduce the hours of labor in its 
work being done by contract, but maintain, in behalf of the bill, that 
the hours of labor are gradually being reduced in every walk of life 
where men are engaged in a laboring capacity. 

We believe that the Government should go as far and as rapidly in 
the direction of reducing the hours of labor as do private employers. 
We believe that the Government should be as good an employer as 
any private emplover; and I speak on the line of industry with which 
1 am thoroughly ramiliar and not from a technical standpoint, but 
from a practical standpoint, having spent twenty -five years as a trades- 
man in the various machine industries in this country, and having not 
only practical experience as an officer of a practical skilled organization 
in this country, but the experience of an investigation made abroad as 
a representative of organized labor, and am therefore somewhat famil- 
iar with the conditions prevailing in the industries in Great Britain. 
I think I speak on this question from the practical standpoint and 
represent absolutely and accurately the men to whom tnis bill is 
supposed to apply. 

Some few years ago, or, to be accurate, in May, 1901, the machinists 
of this country made a move in the direction of reducing the hours of 
labor from ten to nine, ten hours being recognized as the regular day's 
work up until that time. In May, 1901, a strike occurred among the 
machinists throughout the United States, Canada, and Mexico, in which 
there were involved approximately 100,000 men. The result of that 
strike was that the hours of labor during the period of about six 
months following were reduced for about 100,000 metal-working men. 

The tradesmen whom I represent being employed largely by the 
Government, directly and indirectly, in the manufacture of battle ships 
and all that goes therewith, both by the Government and by private 
employers, we feel that we are one of the largest bodies of men directly 
affected by this bill. We feel that the Government should reduce the 
hours or make it necessary for those contracting and subcontracting 
E h 24 
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from the Government to reduce the hours of labor as rapidh' as do the 
private contractors themselves. A few of the largest concerns that are 
contracting from the Government are the shipbuilding yards. 

Mr. Foster. Will a question interrupt you? 

Mr. O'Connell. Not at all. 

Mr. Foster. As the law now is, anyone working for the Govern- 
ment, or anyone working on a straight contract from the Government, 
can work but eight hours? 

Mr. O'Connell. Only those working directly for the Government. 

Mr. Foster. Or for a contractor? 

Mr. O'Connell. The law does not apply to those working for the 
contractor. The law only applies, in our trade, for instance, to the 
men employed at the Washington gun factory, the guns being made 
by the Government; but at the Bethlehem Steel Works, where the 
material is furnished for the manufacture of the guns, the men work 
ten hours or as many hours as the firms desire they shall work, 'the 
Bethlehem Steel Works being a direct contractor from the Government. 

Mr. Foster. But on a battle ship, for instance? 

Mr. O'Connell. The Cramp shipyard works ten or fifteen hours. 

Mr. Foster. If they took the contract for the building of a ship 
for us. 

Mr. O'Connell. The hours of labor there are practically ten hours. 

Mr. Hughes. Twelve hours, I think it was stated. 

Mr. Foster. They arrange that? 

Mr. O'Connell. They arrange that to suit themselves; but the war 
vessel being built at Brooklyn now by the Government is only worked 
upon eight hours per day. The Cramp ship3 T ard and the Newport 
News shipyard are two of the large contracting companies, and 
these two concerns enjoy — 

Mr. Foster. Mr. Vreeland tells me public buildings are excepted. 
That is my mistake. 

Mr. O'Connell. Public buildings are only excepted in so far as they 
are put up on the Government property; but the stone in the Govern- 
ment building can be cut at a place off the Government property in a 
ten or fifteen nour day. 

Mr. Foster. I was wider the impression that if a man took a contract 
for the construction of a public building, it is provided in the contract 
that he shall not permit any one to work on that building more than 
eight hours per da} 7 . 

Mr. O'Connell. That is on the Government property. 

Mr. Foster. I mean on the construction of the building.- 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes. 

Mr. Hughes. But the stone can be cut on the next lot, and that pro- 
vision would not apply. 

Mr. O'Connell. That situation of affairs does not exist in the case 
of building ships. 

Mr. Hughes. The contractor can cut the stone on the next lot and 
work ten hours a day. 

Mr. Foster. I did not know that. 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; the actual contractor. It is a technicality by 
which they have nullified the provisions of the law. According to the 
report that accompanied it and according to the debates in the House 
when the law was passed, it was intended to apply to Government 
buildings, in the shops, and everjthing which they then thought was 
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included in the terms " public works" of the United States; but this 
narrow construction of the term fct public works" has practically 
nullified the bill. 

Mr. O'Conneix. We maintain that the large contractors, as, for 
instance, the Cramp Shipyard and the Newport News Shipbuilding 
Company, are enjoying special privileges because of being in a posi- 
tion to operate their plants any number of hours they may see fit. 
While otner shipbuilding institutions have, since May,. 1901, reduced 
the hours of labor somewhat, as, for instance, the Union Iron Works 
at San Francisco, now a part of the American Shipbuilding Company, 
reduced the hours of labor to nine during the past year; and the ship 
company at Elizabethport, N. J., and the shipbuilding company at 
Wilmington, Del., reduced the hours of labor during 1901 to nine 
hours, or 54 hours per week; these concerns are not by any means 
as large contractors or subcontractors from the Government as are the 
concerns that have been working the longest number of hours per day 
and per week, namely, the Cramp Shipyard, the Newport News Ship- 
yard, the Betnlehem Steel Company, and the other steel concerns — the 
United States Steel Company's mills. 

These concerns, which are the largest contractors, have been work- 
ing the longest number of hours per day and per week. 

The gentlemen who have appeared against tnis bill during the hear- 
ings that have been held, some of them practical men, some of them 
technical men and theorists, have offered, in the main, the argument 
that their opposition to the bill was, first, because it prohibited abso- 
lutely the working of overtime, and, second, because it prohibited 
absolutely the contracting or free contracting between the employer 
and the employee as to the number of hours that they might desire to 
run their plants or the number of hours the workmen might desire 
to work. 

Some of the gentlemen who have appeared here have gone so far as 
to say, in their opposition to the bill, that, when it became public in 
the localities from which they came, the argument in opposition pre- 
sented by them was so cheerfully accepted by the constituency in the 
locality where they came from that they were overwhelmingly 
besieged by flattery and compliments in every direction because they 
had made it so plain what the real injury was contained in this bill, 
which the employee or the workmen had misunderstood; that they had 
misconceived the idea of the bill, had never for a moment believed 
that the bill meant that they were not going to be permitted to work 
more than eight hours per day if they wanted to, and that so pleased 
were the workmen in the districts where some of these gentlemen 
came from that they demonstrated the fact bv approaching the gentle- 
men who had appeared here, and shook their hands and with a smile 
thanked them for having brought out the defects in the bill and for 
having shown to the workingmen the sting that was really hidden in 
this bill; for having, in other words, tried to convey to this committee 
the idea that those who had the bill introduced and those who were 
advocating the passage of the bill were misrepresenting to Congress 
and had misrepresented to past Congresses the real purpose of the bill 
and the real purpose of those they were supposed to represent. 

I took advantage of the time elapsing between the hearings to make 
some investigation into the statements being made before this* com- 
mittee, and I have accumulated a few documents from men direct to 
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E resent to the committee. Mr. Davenport, the attorney of the Anti- 
ioycott League, an organization unknown so far as its membership 
is concerned, made a number of statements before the committee as 
to the purpose of the bill and its effect upon the workingmen and his 
knowledge as to what the workingmen of this country wanted; that 
the men who were fathering* the bill believed they were representing 
the men of their organization and the wageworkers of this country, 
but that the wage-workers did not understand what the bill meant; 
and that by a personal investigation and visiting the manufacturing 
plants of this country he had discovered, upon close observation, that 
the wageworkers of the country were not in favor of eight hours, 
and they were absolutely opposed to any bill that would prohibit them 
from working overtime 

As a direct evidence of his position, he stated at the last hearing at 
which I heard him that the testimony given in a previous hearing 
was published in all the papers of Bridgeport, Conn., and that the 
statement made by him before the Committee had opened up so wide 
the defects in this bill, and made it so clear to the employees of the 
section of the country from which he came that they came to him with 
open hands and congratulated him upon the evidence put before the 
committee and the light that he had thrown upon it, with a view to 
leading the committee to believe that the representatives of organized 
labor were misrepresenting the w^ants or the wageworkers of his 
district. 

I have here fourteen letters from reputable men of Bridgeport, 
representing thousands of working men of that city, with the signa- 
tures of the presidents and the officers under the seal of each local 
union, in contradiction of the statement made by Mr. Davenport as to 
the relations of organized labor and unorganized labor at Bridgeport 
in regard to the position they occupy against this bill. 

Mr. Davenport. Have you the dates? 

Mr. O'Connell. These are all dated, every one of them. 

Mr. Davenport. May I look at them ? 

Mr. O'Connell. Certainly; there is nothing secret about them. 

Mr. Davenport. May I inauire of the gentleman whether he claims 
that those documents were adopted by any unions of Bridgeport in 
their meetings? 

Mr. O'Connell. A special meeting was called for each one of them; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. For each one of them? 

Mr. O'Connell. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. That is the statement you make? 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes, sir; they come to me as adopted by their 
meetings. 

Mr. Davenport. I have information furnished to me by a union 
man of Bridgeport bearing upon that subject. I wish the gentleman 
would state which, if any, of those documents purport to have been 
adopted by the unions of Bridgeport. 

Mr. O'Connell. I have made the statement, Mr. Chairman, that 
these documents have all been adopted by the unions of Bridgeport. 
They are signed and sealed by their officers. 

Mr. Davenport. They have the names of the officers and the seal; 
that I know. But I ask him whether he wishes to state to your com- 
mittee that thote matters 
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Mr. O'Connell. I have made the statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davenport. May I look at them? 

Mr. O'Connell. Certainly. 

The Acting Chairman. Does each one represent a local? 

Mr. O'Connell. Each one represents a different division of the 
trades of Bridgeport and there is one from the central body of Bridge- 
port, representing all the organizations. 

Mr. uompers. Mr. Chairman, may I ask, before Mr. O'Connell pro- 
ceeds further, that after the scrutiny that Mr. Davenport desires to 
give those documents, inasmuch as he has stated that he has, upon the 
authority of some union man of Bridgeport, the denial that these 
resolutions or statements were authorized by a meeting of the union, 
he may give to the committee the name of his informant? 

I say this because there has been so much of this claiming to repre 
sent so and so, and that such and such a statement has been made by 
some party, and without some understanding as to whether it be so or 
not I think it would not be unfair to us to know as to the accuracy of 
his statement; and we ought either to stand here convicted of mis 
representation or we ought to stand here vindicated of the truthful 
ness of our position. 

The Acting Chairman. There seems to be no objection on the part 
of the committee to having the names given and filed. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 think, inasmuch as the gentleman has attempted to 
impeach this testimony, he ought to give his reason. I say that, 
speaking as a member of the committee. 

Mr. Davenport. So far as I am concerned I am willing to convey 
to the gentlemen and to the committee the information that I have ancl 
also make a statement in regard to what I understand to be the facts. 
So far as giving the name or the informant who conveyed to me this 
information, that I shall not do; but I challenge the gentleman to dis- 
pute the accuracy of my statement, and if the committee considers it 
of sufficient importance in connection with this matter to investigate 
the accuracy of that statement by instituting an investigation, I am 
satisfied the committee can ascertain the fact to be so. 

The Acting Chairman. Let me see if we understand what your 
statement is. You concede the fact that they are regularly signed by 
the officers of the union? 

Mr. Davenport. This is the information I have, Mr. Chairman 

The Acting Chairman. Let me ask you some questions, to get it 
down to a specific point. Is it claimed that these documents are for- 
geries, or is it admitted that they are signed by the officers? 

Mr. Davenport. They are signed by the officers. 

The Acting Chairman. Is it claimed that no notice was sent to the 
representatives of the local union in each case to attend the meeting? 

Mr. Davenport. I understand that with the exception of three or 
four that is true. 

The Acting Chairman. That notices were sent out, you mean? 

Mr. Davenport. I understand in three or four instances they held 
meetings. I understand the Machinists' Union, the Carpenters' Union, 
the Retail Clerks' Union, and the Electrical Workers' Union held meet- 
ings. On the night of the 9th of March 1 observed in the paper a 
notice that there would be a meeting of the Central Labor Union of 
Bridgeport and important business would come up. That 1 took to be 
the notice that was given. At that meeting there were, as I am 
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informed, 33 men present. There were 19 unions of the 32 unions in 
Bridgeport represented by those 33 men. 

At that meeting a letter from Mr. O'Connell was presented, which 
I presume he has, setting forth what he claimed I stated here and 
requesting that he be inf ormed of the facts and that they communicate 
with him, and asking for resolutions signed in this way from the dif- 
ferent unions. . I presume Mr. O'Connell supposed that such a course 
as that would be taken of ascertaining from the unions their views. 

At this meeting at which 19 unions were represented, and at which 
33 men were present of the Central Labor Union, after paying their 
respects to me, they voted to adopt the resolution which has come 
here purporting to be from the Central Labor Union. There were 
only 19 of the unions represented and the proposition was made as to 
how they would get the other resolutions of this character from the 
other unions. Tne gentleman representing the Carpenters' Union 
was authorized to go about, if possible, and secure the signatures of 
the officers of those unions, and those signatures, as I was informed, 
were obtained by going to the officers of these unions. 

The committee will bear in mind, or if not the record will show 
exactly, what I stated as to the attitude occupied by me. It is stated, 
as I understand it, in the resolutions of the Central Labor Union that 
they represent 12,000 union men of Bridgeport. I was informed 
that there were 3,000 members at present in those unions. That is 
the information that 1 had in regard to those resolutions. 

Now, 1 ask the gentleman again, does he understand and does he 
wish the committee to understand that all those resolutions were 
adopted by the members of the union represented by those at meetings 
held by those unions, at which notice was given them to be present, 
and where the subject was put before them in a true light? Is that 
his understanding of it? 

Mr. O'Connell. What does the gentleman mean by the subject 
being put before them in a true light? 

Mr. Davenport. In the light of what I stated here. 

Mr. O'Connell. I will state to the chairman that I submit these 
resolutions signed and sealed by the officers of the local labor organi- 
zations of Bridgeport. They come to me through the officers of each 
of these organizations, under their seal, and they are presented here 
and stand for just exactly what they say, representing the union of 
each of these organizations individually and the central body of 
Bridgeport. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. O'Connell proceeds any 
further, you have observed that Mr. Davenport, having been asked b, 
question, makes a long statement and then propounds a question; but 
he has not answered as to the source of his information. As a matter 
of fact, there is a system of espionage going on in the labor organiza- 
tions of the country by the hired detective agencies of the Manufac- 
turers' Association, two of them in Cleveland, another one in Chicago, 
and one of them now, as I am advised — I am not sure of it — by this 
so-called Anti-Boycott Association. These spies or detectives are sent 
into the organizations of labor for the purpose of reporting to employers 
what is supposed to be the procedure and actions of organized labor, 
and, as a matter of fact, these people want to accomplish something to 
earn the monev they are paid, ana they report any old thing. It does 
not make any difference. 
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I appreciate. I think, the unexpressed opinion that Mr. Davenport 
holds, that pernaps, following his train of thought that he has expressed 
here and elsewhere, if he would give the name of his informant, the 
man might suffer some persecution. First, I want to say that such a 
suspicion I believe to be unwarranted, but I suggest that Mr. Daven- 
port might give this committee the information, as he suggests, and 
then 

Mr. O'Connell. If Mr. Gompers will permit me, while I do not 
want to interrupt his thought, I have the matter pretty well in hand 
by documents. 

Mr. Gompers. Let me finish the sentence then. J suggest that some 
representative of labor be selected, anyone in whom the committee 
have confidence, whom Mr. Davenport would believe, if he pledged 
his word of honor that he would not violate the proprieties or violate 
his pledge by using the name in any way except in an effort to ascer- 
tain the accuracy of it and give it to the committee. Let us fathom 
that, not to hold up this bill, but simply for the committee's informa- 
tion, if not upon this hearing, at some future time for the information 
of the committee. 

Mr. Davenport. The statement that I make 

The Acting Chairman. Is this interruption with your consent, Mr. 
O'Connell? 

Mr. O'Connell. I have no objection to answering questions, Mr. 
Chairman, or entering into the argument, but I do not want the thing 
to drift too far away from what I am trying to present to the com- 
mittee. 

The Acting Chairman. You are entitled to your time unless you 
wish to be interrupted. 

Mr. Hughes. Permit me a moment, Mr. O'Connell. I suggest to 
the chairman and the other members of the committee that there does 
not seem to have been anything advanced so far that would impeach 
the value of these communications in the statement made, which is a 
purely hearsay statement, as I understand it. 

Mr. Foster. Then what are we interrupting for? 

Mr. Hughes. I suggest that we stop discussing the letter episode. 

The papers referred to by Mr. O'Connell are as follows: 

Bridgeport, March 6, 1904. 

At the regular meeting of the Railroad Freight Handlers' Union, No. 426, the fol- 
lowing resolution was unanimously adopted: 

Whereas Daniel Davenport, in his opposition to the eight-hour bill before the 
labor committee at Washington, said that hundreds of union men shook hands with 
him for the stand he had taken against the said bill. 

And, whereas, said Davenport stated that the union men were not in favor of the 
eight-hour bill, etc., 

Be it resolved, That we, the Freight Handlers' Union deny his statements in every 
particular, and hereby announce that our organization is in favor of the eight-hour 
bill as presented, as we believe it will be a great benefit to the wage-earners generally. 

[seal.] Patrick J. Dolan, President. 

John Dawson, Secretary. 



United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners op America, 

Bridgeport, Conn., Union No. 115, 

March 8, 1904, 
Whereas Mr. D. Davenport, a lawyer of this city, now employed by the manu- 
factures and trusts of the country to fight the advancement of the labor movement; 
and whereas he is now in Washington appearing before the Committee on Labor 
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in opposition to the eight-hour bill, and in hie lengthy argument he said that the 
Union men of Bridgeport were not in favor of the eight-hour bill, that they wanted 
the privilege to work as long as they felt like it; and whereas since he made his 
speech he has said that a great many union men shook his hand and thanked him 
for his speech, telling him he had expressed their opinion of the bill; 

And whereas he, also the labor leaders, now appearing before the committee in 
favor of the bill, were not representing the desires and wishes of the union men of 
Bridgeport: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the carpenters and joiners hereby assembled, numbering about 
550 men of all political affiliations, do hereby qualify" Mr. Davenport's statement as 
false and misleading in every sense, and we are surprised that a man of common 
intelligence could make such a broad and false statement, and ask him if he has any 
respect for the union men "of whom he claims to be the friend;" to name his 
authority for making such broad statements; and be it further 

Resolved, That we are in favor of the eight-hour bill now before the committee. 
We are in full accord with the labor leaders and hope thev will be successful in prov- 
ing to the labor committee that labor Bhould get more of the great amount of pros- 
perity now sweeping over the country. We hone Congress will make the bill a law. 
We believe that Mr. Davenport has made the mistakes of other enemies of organized 
labor. He believes that la Dor should not think or ask for anything, but allow such 
good friends of labor as Mr. Davenport and other trust and corporation lawyers are 
to do our thinking and tell us what we want and ought to get 
Unanimously adopted. • 

[seal.] R. Martin, President. 

J. Leonard Held, lice- President. 

E. O. Houghton, Secretary. 

Wm. Russell, Treasurer. 

M. L. Kane, Business Agent. 



Iron Molders' Union op North America, No. 110, 

Bridgeport, Conn. 
At a meeting of Iron Molders* Union, No. 110, held on March 10, 1904, the follow- 
ing preamble and resolutions were unanimously passed: 

Whereas it has come to our knowledge that Oaniel Davenport, in his evidence 
against the eight-hour bill before a committee of the House, said that there was no 
desire among the union men for the passage of the bill. Therefore be it — 

Resolved, Bv the Iron Molders' Union of this city, that they unhesitatingly indorse 
the bill and desire to go on record as being in entire accord and sympathy with the 
measure, and that Davenport's statement in reference to the union men of this city 
is without foundation; be it further — 

Resolved, That the molders are not only in favor of eight hours for Government 
w T ork, but for all work, and are against overtime under any condition. 

M. Forbes, President. 
Charles H. O'Brien, 

Corresponding Representative. 



Bridgeport, Conn., March 10, 1904. 
The Honorable Committee on the Eight-Hour-Law Bill. 

Gentlemen: In reply to the statement made before your honorable committee by 
a Mr. Davenport, that the union men of the city of Bridgeport, Conn., were opposed 
to the eight-hour law and did not want it, we, the undersigned officers of the Allied 
Metal Mechanics, Local No. 7, of this city, desire to state in behalf of the members 
of the local that we are very much in favor of the eight-hour law, and feel that the 
members of every other local in the city are of the same opinion. 
Respectfully, yours, 
[seal.] Hugh J. Hannon, President. 

George Moore, Treasurer. 
Joseph Byrnes, Financial Secretary. 
Joseph P. McCann, Recording Secretary 
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Retail Clerks 1 Association, 

Bridgeport, Conn., March 10, 1904. 
Whereas statements have been made by Daniel Davenport and appeared in the 
press to the effect that labor-union men* were not in favor of the eight-hour bill 
which is now before the Labor Committee of the House of Congress, and 

Whereas Daniel Davenport has stated that numbers of union men of Bridgeport 
had commended him and shook hands with him for the stand he had taken against 
the eight-hour bill; be it 

Resolved, That we, the Retail Clerks' Union, Local No. 451. do hereby unanimously 
deny those statements and state that this local union has always favored all legisla- 
tion giving shorter day's work to the wage-earners of this country; and be it further 
Resolved, That we fully understand the eight-hour bill which is now being dis- 
cussed before the Labor Committee at Washington and heartily and unanimously 
indorse it. 

[seal.] John A. Worthey, President. 

Robert K. Marshall, Vice-President. 
H. C. Rinehart, Second Vice-President. 
R. F. Dunn, Treasurer. 
W. L'Hommkdieu, Financial Secretary. 
Frank J. Brooks, Recording Secretary. 



Wood, Wire, and Metal Lathers' International Union, 

Bridgeport, Conn., March 10, 1904* 
To whoever it may concern: 

Whereas Mr. Davenport, of Bridgeport, Conn., has appeared before the Committee 
on Labor and stated that the labor men of this city of Bridgeport were pleased with 
his opposition to the eight-hour law: be it 

Resolved, That we, the members of the Wood, Wire, and Metal Lathers' Union, 
Local No. 23, of Bridgeport, Conn., emphatically deny this statement; and be it further 
Resolved, That our organization is in favor of the eight-hour law as presented. 
[seal.] Christopher Packett, President. 

C. L. Jones, Secretary-Treasurer. 



International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 

Bridgeport, March 11, 1904. 
Mr. James O'Connell. 

Dear Sir: At a special meeting called March 9 for the purpose to deny the state 
ment made by Mr. Davenport before the committee in Washington, D. C, that union 
men did not want eight hours to constitute a day's work, or words to that effect, is 
false. 

It was also voted that all work done by the Government shall be on eight-hour 
basis. 

We hold a man that handles the pick is as good as the man that carries the mail, 
so long as he is truthful, honest, and a good loyal citizen, true to his country and 
his God. 
That is the foundation of unionism. 

Fraternally, yours, J. T. Rooney, President. 

J. W. Peck, Secretary. 



International Association of Machinists, 

Bridgeport, March 11, 1904* 
Mr. James O'Connell, 

President International Association of Machinists. 
Dear Sir and Brother: The following preamable and resolution was unanimously 
adopted by Bridgeport Lodge 30, to wit: 

Whereas it has come to our notice, through newspaper reports of Mr. Davenport's 
speech, that the said gentleman has made statements before the Committee on Labor 
regarding the eight-hour bill now pending before Congress to the effect that the 
workingmen of Bridgeport were not in favor of said bill and that trades unionists 
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of Bridgeport met him on his return from Washington and shook him by the hand 
and congratulated him on his efforts to defeat said bill, both of which statements 
we denounce as untme; 

And whereas he, the said Mr. Davenport, pretends that he is the friend of labor, 
and at the same time he is the attorney of the Anti-Boycott League who is prosecuting 
the working classes of sister towns, is, in our opinion, sufficient to condemn him in 
the eyes of all workingmen. Therefore, in view of these facts and in view of the 
further fact that, as an organization representing 500 skilled machinists, we are in 
favor of the eight-hour bill as it now stands, knowing full well that it provides that 
overtime can not be worked except in cases of extreme emergency. 

J. H. Smith, Recording Secretary* 
W. S. Graham, President. 



Bridgeport, Conn., March 11, 1904. 
Mr. J. O'Connell: 

At a regular meeting of the Journeymen Barber8 , Union, Local 288, the following 
resolution was adopted: 

Whereas Mr. D. Davenport, counsel for the Anti-Boycott Association, has appeared 
before the Committee on Labor, at Washington, and made a statement that the labor 
men were opposed to the eight-hour bill before said committee; therefore be it 
resolved that we, the Journeymen Barbers' Union, herebv indorse the said bill now 
before the said committee, and we further agree with the statements now at 
Washington. 

Respectfully, yours, 

Daniel J. O'Connor, 
[seal.] J. J. Meyer, Finance Secretary. 

M. C Menge, Treasurer. 
John T. Stein, Recorder. 



International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 

Bridgeport, Conn., March 11, 1904. 
Ice Wagon Drivers and Helpers' Union of Bridgeport: 

Whereas it has come to our notice that Mr. Daniel Davenport, of Bridgeport, in his 
speech before the legislative committee on the eight-hour bill has stated that the 
union men of this section do not want the eight-hour bill passed; 
At our meeting of March 9, 

Therefore, be it resolved, that we denounce it as a falsehood, as the fundamental 
principle of unionism is for a short workday, and that we as a body of union men 
want it to come to pass as soon as possible, as it will be the emancipation of 
workingmen. 

[seal.] Michael Dwyer, President. 

Michael Hussey, Financial Secretary. 
Felix O'Rourke, Recording Secretary. 



Brotherhood of 
Painters, Decorators, and Paperhangers of America, 

Bridgeport, Conn., March If, 1904. 
Mr. James O'Connell. 

Dear Sir and Brother: At a meeting of Local Union No. 190, Brotherhood of 
Painters, Decorators, and Paperhangers of America, on March 4, 1904, it was voted 
a j. refute the statements of Mr. Daniel Davenport before the Labor Committee derog- 
ory to the interest of organized labor. Therefore be it 

Resolved That we, the Painters, Decorators, and Paperhangers of America, do brand 
the statements of Mr. Davenport as false in every particular and unanimously adopt 
the following resolution: That we, the Journeymen Painters and Decorators 1 Union, 
favor the eight-hour day bill as presented before the Labor Committee at Washing- 
ington, D. C. 
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Be it further resolved, That our organization always has favored an eight-hour day, 
as we know it is beneficial to the best interest of the wageworkers in general. We 
trust you will succeed in having the eight-hour day bill carried through without any 
more opposition on the part of Air. D. There are about 40 local unions in the city of 
Bridgeport, representing about 12,000 union men and women, and if Mr. D. can give 
you the name of any union man or woman who met him at the depot and shook 
hands we would like to know him or her. You may read this letter before the Labor 
Committee if you wish. Wishing you all success in your undertaking, 
I remain, yours, fraternally, 
[seal.] " John O'Donnell, President. 

George M. Hungerford, 
Recording Secretary, Local Union No. 190, 
Brotherhood of Painters and Decorators and Paperhangere of America. 
Residence: No. 1301 Central avenue, Bridgeport, Conn. 



Central Labor Union, 
Bridgeport, Conn., March 12, 1904. 

Mr. James O'Connell: Following is the action of the Bridgeport Central Labor 
Union at their special meeting held March 9, 1904. The following resolutions were 
adopted: 

Whereas Mr. Davenport, a lawyer of this city, representing the Antiboycott 
League, has been appearing before the Committee on Labor in the House of Repre- 
sentatives in opposition to our eight-hour bill; and 

Whereas he has made the statement before the committee that he was a good 
friend of organized labor, and that since he made his speech against the eight-hour 
bill hundreds of union men have shook his hand and told him he had expressed their 
opinion on the Question, 

And whereas tie made the statement that the eight-hour bill was not wanted by 
the union men of this city, and that the leaders of organized labor who are now 
appearing before the same* committee are not representing the wants of the union 
men in this section, it is hereby 

Resolved, That we, the officers and delegates of the Bridgeport Central Labor Union 
hereby denounce the statements of Mr. Davenport as unqualifiedly false in every 

Particular, and challenge Mr. Davenport to name one union man who told him that 
e was opposed to the eight-hour bill, for one of the fundamental principles of organ- 
ized labor is the eight-hour day; and be it further 

Resolved, That we indorse the stand taken by our leaders in Washington in their 
efforts to secure the passage of this bill now pending before your committee. 

J. J. O'Neil, President. 
J. Rooney, Vice-President. 
G. H. Wood, Secretary. 
N. P. Bissonnette, 
J. H. Smith, 
J. M. Donnelly, 
Committee on Resolutions. 



Bridgeport Theatrical Stage Employees, I. A. T. S. E., 

Bridgeport, Conn., March 14, 1904> 
To whom it may concern: 

In reading the newspapers we find that Daniel Davenport, the attorney of the 
Anti-Boycott Association, nas made statements detrimental to organized labor. Be 
it therefore 

Resolved, That we, the members of the International Alliance Theatrical Stage 
Employees, Local 109, of Bridgeport, Conn., do hereby deny his statements; and be 
it further 

Resolved, that we are in favor of the eight-hour bill as presented before the Labor 
Committee at Washington. 
Tseal.] George F. Beldon, 

President. 
Wm. H. Lyons, 
Recording Secretary, Local 109. 
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Bridgeport Typographical Union 252, 

Bridgeport, Conn., March, 1904. 
Mr. Jambs O'Connbll, 

Washington, D. C. 
Dear Sir: We understand that Attorney Daniel Davenport, of this city, made the 
remark that the workingman of Bridgeport did not desire shorter work hours. We 
are emphatically in favor of the passage of the " eight-hour bill " now pending before 
Congress. We understand the bill now being considered, and we are in favor of an 
eight-hour day and in favor of any bill that will prohibit the working of more than 
eight hours in any one calendar day. 
Fraternally, yours, 
[seal.] Robt. T. Cherry, President. 

Peter W. Pulver, Secretary. 

275 Black Rock Avenue. 



Mr. O'Connell. Mr. Chairman, I think it comes with bad grace for 
any gentleman to question the integrity of another gentleman appear- 
ing before this committee, who states that he represents absolutely 
the opinions of 75,000 skilled machinists of this country, the opinions 
of 300,000 metal-working tradesmen of whose organization he is presi- 
dent, and the opinions represented by him as an officer of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, when that gentleman makes tbe statement 
before this committee, which is in print, that he 'believes'' he repre- 
sents, that he "thinks" he represents certain people. Mr. Daven- 
Eort, in his testimony ^t page 16 of the printed hearings, states that 
e "believes" he represents So-and-so, and U I think I represent So- 
and-so." 

He leaves it with the committee to decide whether he does or not. 
I say absolutely I am here representing the men I have mentioned, 
and not from a technical and theoretical standpoint, but from a prac- 
tical standpoint; that these men are absolutely in favor of the bill 
before the committee; that it is their wish that this bill be passed; that 
they are in favor of the bill because it absolutely prohibits the working 
of overtime except in cases of emergency. 

Mr. Davenport, in his statement, ridiculed and belittled the meaning 
of emergencies. They brought gentlemen here, practical men, from 
the United States Steel Company, from electrical works throughout 
the country, and from other industries, to state to the committee that 
it was absolutely impossible to stop the work of a plant on the minute, 
at 4 o'clock or 5 o'clock as the case might be; that it was a physical 
impossibility to do it, and that it was ridiculous on the part of the 
committee to consider such a proposition; and while he admitted 
there was probablv some wisdom on the part of the men who were 
representing this bill, he said that they represented it in total igno- 
rance and in total darkness as to what it meant. 

Now, I speak as a practical mechanic, having spent over twenty 
years in the various machine shops of this country. You have been 
told during this hearing that certain jobs were done in machine shops 
that it was impossible to stop, but they did not say to you that it was 
impossible to change the men on a job. One gentleman, who was a 
practical man, said that in the boring of a cylinder, which several gen- 
tlemen made mention of, when the cut is a finishing cut, it could not be 
stopped without doing the cylinder injurv. I admitted that was cor- 
rect; but there is no injury incurred in t&e changing of the men upon 
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that job. 1 have changed with men upon jobs of a similar character 
probably a hundred times in my lifetime. 

I have changed with the man who went home and I took his job, or 
I went home and he took my job. In the Washington Navy- Yard 
they run three turns, eight hours to each turn. You can go over there 
every day and see one man taking a machine that another man is oper- 
ating and going right along with it. They do not work a man over 
eight hours in that yard. The men change three times in the twenty- 
four hours on every job. Some of it is the finest class of work that is 
built in America. The closest work that is done by any mechanic in 
the world is done in the Washington Navy- Yard to-day. 

It is not done by the inch or the hundredth part of the inch, but the 
work is done under the micrometer caliper down to a fraction of an 
inch which is far beyond the conception of the eye, and every day, 
three times a day, men are changed upon this work without any injury 
to the work whatever. 

Practical men come here representing the molding industry and tell 
you that conditions exist in the foundry that make it absolutely impos- 
sible to work an eight-hour day; that it would be ruinous to their busi- 
ness; that it would cause great loss of material; that sometimes this 
thing and that thing occurs in a cupola which would make it impossi- 
ble for the men to change. 

Mr. Jenks, the representative! of the United States Steel Company 
who was here, said tnat the industry was such that they had to occupy 
the men in the work by allowing them 15 minutes here and 15 minutes 
there, and that the work would go on, and in other instances he told 
you that it required absolutely no skill to operate this thing; that it 
simply required a man to move the levers and handles and so on, and 
that was all. 

I want to give you the evidence of some practical men. Here is the 
report of the work of the Naval Gun Factory at Washington, a state- 
ment by Captain Edwin C. Pendleton, superintendent of the yard, 
before the Appropriations Committee, in which Mr. Pendleton asks 
for an appropriation to enlarge the foundry at the AVashington Navy- 
Yard so that they can make castings at the yard, which they are now 
buving from private contractors. 

Mr. Pendleton makes this proposition to the committee, knowing 
full well that he can operate that yard only eight hours, to the minute, 
every day, that is, for one turn to a man. He submits to the commit- 
tee statements showing the cost under which the vard is run on the eight- 
hour basis, in addition to which the men receive a fifteen days' leave 
of absence each year with pay. They also receive all holidays with 
pay, and notwithstanding this lower number of hours' work and the 
addition of the fifteen days' leave of absence and the addition of the 
holidays granted to the men, he shows in his statement here — it is a 
long document; you can all get it 

The Acting Chairman. Give the number of it, Mr. O'Connell. 

Mr. O'Connell. It is House Document No. 10. He states in the 
document that he has produced work — under these working conditions, 
remember, the hours and the holidaj's and the leave of absence — at a 
greatly reduced cost from the cost which the Government is paying to 
private contractors. The other side may say to you that this is done 
because they do not charge a percentage for fixed costs etc., because 
it is a Government property. Such Is not the case. They add, so he 
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states here, 40 per cent for maintenance of the yard and so on, for 
fixed expenses and all that, when they make out their statement as to 
the cost of work in the yard. 

Here is the last report of the Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance to 
the Secretary of the Navy, in which you will find exactly the same 
statements, and in addition to which you will find a statement show- 
ing one contract for guns in which the Government was engaged 
itself, and at a greatly reduced cost produced these guns; not only 
that, but they produced the finest guns made in the world. No equal 
to them in any part of the civilized globe had then been produced, and 
they have been produced under the reduction of the hours, and under 
the holidays and under the leave of absence, and yet cheaper by a very 
great percentage than has been done by the Government in its con- 
tracting or subcontracting. 

Mr. Foster. Let me ask you in that connection, does the Govern- 
ment take into consideration the plant itself; that is, the money 
invested in the plant? 

Mr. O'Connell. They do not consider the money invested; no; 40 
per cent is added. 

Mr. Foster. What is that? 

Mr. O'Connell. The 40 per cent is added. It states particularly 
here why it is added. It is added for the maintenance of supplies, 
the fuel, the operation of the plant, and the depreciation of tools, etc., 
and of the plant itself, but the first cost of the plant is not figured in. 

Mr. Hughes. The depreciation of the plant amounts to first cost? 

Mr. O'Connell. The depreciation of the plant is added, of course, 
but the first cost of the plant is not added. 

It is stated here that the reason that is not figured in is because, 
out of the contracts let to certain institutions in this country — 1 will 
not make an accurate statement in regard to it; the firm is named, but 
I will not state it — I think probably the Bethlehem Steel Company or 
the concern in Philadelphia, the Midvale Steel Company, in five years 
the amounts received for contracts had paid for their plant absolutely 
out of the profits. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the statement is made by a gentleman repre- 
senting a so-called antiboycott organization, who says, for reasons 
obvious to the members themselves, he refused to give to the commit- 
tee or anyone else the name of the persons he represents, and he stated 
later the reason, upon a question asked by myself, that he refused to 

five these names was because of the fear they would be put out of 
usiness by the American Federation of Labor, by the damnable 
methods of the Federation of Labor, the unlawful methods of the 
American Federation of Labor, to so state it; and this gentleman, 
knowing nothing about the practical operation of a plant, through all 
his statement tried to convey to the committee that the gentlemen who 
were on the opposite side or who were advocating the passage of this 
bill were misrepresenting; that they did not represent anybody, and 
that Mr. Gompers was Mr. Gompers and Mr. O'Connell was Mr. 
O'Connell. Mr. Davenport, in his own statement, in the beginning of 
it, begins by saying, u I think I represent" and " I believe I represent." 
We want to start off in the very beginning by saying we represent. 
We defy Mr. Davenport or any one else to substantially contradict that 
statement, to bring to this committee one witness who will say we do 
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not represent the wants of labor. I defy Mr. Davenport to bring one 
machinist out of the 75,000 I have the honor to be the executive head 
of who will say that I do not represent exactlj ? his views before this 
committee, and these 75,000 men are the highest-skilled artisans the 
world has produced. 

Mr. Covel, the president or acting president of the National Metal 
Trades Association of Manufacturers, an organization composed of 
about 300 firms engaged in the metal industry, particularly in the 
machinists' line, appeared before the committee. He is the acting 
manager of the Ledgerwood Manufacturing Company, of Buffalo, 
N. Y. — a gentleman 1 know very well. 

We have had dealings together, and we are on very friendly relations. 
We have an understanding with his firm under which our people work 
nine hours. He made the statement here, and the only statement he 
made was that the foundry, with which he was thoroughly familiar, 
could not operate if limited exclusively to the minute of eight hours. 

I maintain that the evidence of Mr. Pendleton, of the Washington 
Gun Factory, a practical man, is just as reliable as that of Mr. Covell; 
and I do not question Mr. Covell's statement at all, because I know 
him to be a very honorable gentleman. But he is mistaken. 

It is true that at certain periods of the handling of a foundry, a 
cupola, the atmospheric conditions may interfere somewhat with the 

f>roper melting of iron. It is true that sometimes in a foundry, a very 
arge foundry especially, where they have large cupolas, the iron will 
not properly be ready to pour at the exact moment, and it may cause 
a delay of a few moments; but no reasonable man — no practical man — 
who knows anything of the industries of this country would say that 
that was not an emergency case. No practical man would say that a 
firm was violating the law because it had to work its employees a few 
minutes more to save that run of iron. 

But in 99 per cent of the cases to-day in the foundries of this country 
with hours of ten or nine, as it may be, the plant is so operated that the 
men are through their work 99 per cent of the time on the exact min- 
ute. They make it a business. The foundries do not want to pay for 
overtime; they do not want to work overtime, regardless of what Mr. 
Davenport may say, that the men want to work overtime. Such is 
not the fact. Thej T want to quit when the time comes. When the 
whistle blows they want to go home, and they so arrange their busi- 
ness as to take advantage of everything that is "possible to get the plant 
closed at the proper time. So I say in not 1 per cent of the cases of 
the whole industrial world of our country do the men have to meet a 
condition of affairs where they have to work overtime, because of the 
atmospheric condition of affairs that would affect a foundry. 

Mr. Jenks, of the United States Steel Company, made a statement 
here that probably when the time came to change the men the man 
who was to take the turn might be on a street car and the street car 
might be tied up. That is a strong argument against eight hours. Why, 
it is so ridiculous and so silly for a practical man like Mr. Jenks, with 
years of experience in the iron and steel industries of this country, to say 
that a plant would be in violation of this law because a street car hap- 
pened to hold a man up. His plant employs, he says, 7,000 workmen, 
and he also said it did not require any particular skill — only a man to 
operate a few levers, and so on, and the work went on. It is ridicu- 
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lous to say that there would not be a man out of 7,000 men to go and 
relieve a man at 5 o'clock, if that was the quitting hour, until the street 
car woke up and brought the other man to his work. 

It seems to me illogical for practical men to get up and try to belittle 
this bill, and make it appear to you ridiculous by say ins* that for a 
frivolous "reason a man would be in violation of this law and compelled 
to pay a fine of $5 or whatever it might be for every employe he had 
in the plant. 

Mr. Du Brul, the secretary of the National Metal Trades Associa- 
tion, one of the gentlemen who appeared before this committee 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. O'Connell, it would interest me if you 
would go a little more into detail as to vour view of what would con- 
stitute an emergency. Would each of these seemingly ordinary inter- 
ruptions of work be considered an emergencj 7 ? 

Mr. O'Connell. A man being held up in a street car would not be 
an emergency; that is sure. There would be no occasion for it to be 
an emergency, because no firm is operating its plant with one man. 
The operation of a foundry, where the iron in a cupola had been pre- 
ventea from coming to its proper state of being poured at the proper 
time and the men were compelled to work a few minutes or half an 
hour to save a great loss to the company, would, in my opinion, be 
considered an emergency case. If, in the operation of a great machine 
plant of this country, "where, at the extreme, we will say, a great 
engine might be in such a position for loading in a car for shipment 
ust at the proper time when the quitting time came and the leaving 
of that work tor overnight, for instance, would interfere with the 
railroad operating its business and getting that car out, or interfere 
with the arrangements so that loss would be liable to fall upon the 
firm by having the engine oecupj 7 that position overnight, in my 
opinion would be considered by any sane man as an emergency case. 

But a firm will sometimes maliciously, sometimes knowingly take 
advantage of some things. All the firms in this country will not take 
advantage of certain things, but some firms will, in order to make it 
appear that some violation has occurred, that they may get a decision 
upon this thing and upon that thing from the inspector, probably that 
will allow them to keep going farther and farther in an encroachment 
on the law. But within reason this law can apply just as successfully 
to the private contractor as to the Government itself. 

The Government works its employees eight hours absolutely. They 
are not permitted to work more, except that when we had a war a 
short time ago they worked twelve hours. That was an emergency 
case, a case of war; but in no case does the Government violate this 
law except there is an absolute danger of loss, except when something 
occurs that will make it absolute^ necessary. We say this law will 
apply just the same to the private contractors as it does to the Govern- 
ment itself, and if it applies successfully to the private contractors and 
subcontractors and is carried out, if it becomes a law, as fully as the 
Government itself carries it out, we will have no complaint. 

1 want to further draw your attention to the fact tnat nearly every 
gentleman who has appeared before the committee in opposition to the 
bill has brought into the discussion matter* that have had absolutely 
no bearing upon the bill, that have had no bearing upon the question 
of eight hours at all. For instance, Mr. Du Bruhl, the secretary of 
the National Metal Trades Association, appeared before the committee 
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and tried to convey to the minds of the committee something that had 
absolutely nothing to do with the law, something to which the law does 
not apply, does not mention. That is the question of piecework, and the 
question of contracting between the individual man and the firm itself. 
On page 52 of the printed proceedings, in the third paragraph, Mr. 
Du Bruhl says in his statement: 

A thing that will certainly occur to the contractor under this bill is this: Supposing 
that he gives out some wort, piecework, to his men. 

What has the question of piecework between the employer and his 
men to do with this law? Absolutely nothing. But he~ would try 
to convey the idea to the committee and try to lead you along the 
lines that the contract between the individual employer and the work- 
man and the subcontractor, if you will, would be violating this law. 
Such is not the intention. Wnen a man works piecework for the 
employer it is a contract between him and the employer, but in the 
contract he is supposed to work under the same conditions, the same 
hours of labor, as the other employees in the factory. 

But in this he goes further, and tries to convev the idea that the 
organizations of labor, the men representing the bill here, try to restrict 
the individual abilitv and the individual capacity of the men employed 
in the plant by prohibiting them from entering into a contract with 
the company; in other words, to lead you to believe that the contract 
between the individual workman and the firm itself is a violation of 
this law. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you contend that an employee working 
upon piecework would be exempt from this law? 

Mr. O'Conneix. Yes; the law does not apply to piecework at all. 

Mr. Hughes. Do you mean he could work ten hours a day ? 

Mr. O'Connell. No; he could not work more than eight hours. It 
applies, as far as the number of hours is concerned, but Mr. Du Bruhl, 
in his statement, tries to lead this committee to believe that the law 
applies to that extent that it would prohibit a man from making that 
contract with the company. Such is not the case; the law does not 
apply; it has no reference whatever to that state of affairs. 

Another gentleman appeared before this committee. I am taking 
up the practical men in this business who have come before the com- 
mittee, not those who are not practical as far as my trade is concerned. 
I refer to Mr. Downey, of New York, representing a shipbuilding 
company just outside of New York City. Mr. Downey also tries to 
bring into this argument the piecework proposition between the 
individual man and his company, and in a very broad braggadocio 
statement says he had to go to Scotland, because there they are capable 
of producing a very great percentage more than the American work- 
man. What has that to do with this bill, because a man in one country 
may be able to produce more than a man in another country, even 
allowing, for the sake of argument, that what he said was true? 

It is absolutely untrue. We know that. Any same man knows 
that is not so, that there is no workman in the world more capable of 
producing than is the American workingman. It is conceded by all. 
It is conceded by our foreign brothers tnat the American mechanic is 
the ideal mechanic of the world — that he has no equal. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you think that is true as to the building 
of ships also? 
s h 25 
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Mr. O'Connell. Undoubtedly— beyond the question of a doubt. 
I say so from my own personal practical experience. I have been 
through the shipyards of Great Britain. I never worked there, but I 
have been there on a trip of investigation. I went through the homes 
that the men live in. I saw their methods of working, and, as a prac- 
tical man, I am pretty quick to judge of the methods adopted to pro- 
duce work, especially in the iron and steel and mechanical trades 
industries, and I can say without fear of contradiction that the methods 
employed in Great Britain on the Tyne, or in Scotland, or in Ireland, 
and the work produced by the men there, will not compare, bv a per- 
centage almost as large as that which Mr. Downey stated was in favor 
of the Scotch workmen, to the methods and tHe production in the 
United States. 

The Acting Chairman. How is it they are able to build ships so 
much cheaper than we do? 

Mr. O'Connell. Because, as was stated here, and there is much 
truth in it, that ships are built in Great Britain largely to pattern, 
largely from original patterns. 

Mr. Gilbert. They have a high protective tariff over there? 

Mr. O'Connell. They build a great number of ordinary ships in 
Great Britain, of an ordinary type. If a contractor builds and makes 
patterns and blueprints and drawings and all that for one ship, he 
saves all that cost in connection with another ship of a similar character. 

Mr. Gilbert. The expense is limited. 

Mr. O'Connell. Very largely. In the United States, that does not 
apply so extensively, and especially it does not apply in the Govern- 
ment construction, because every ship the Government builds differs 
from every other one, and the contractor always makes that a part of 
his contract. 

Mr. Hughes. It is the same as one witness said about the American 
furniture, I suppose. They are enabled to make it cheaper here on 
account of that* 

Mr. O'Connell. Exactly. The American furniture is made largely 
of a staple character and of a general pattern in a factory, and because 
of a great amount being produced from the original plans, great saving 
is made in the cost. 

Mr. Downey, I say, tried to inject into this proposition the same 
idea exactly, that we interfere with the individual workman making a 
contract to work piecework, and so on, trying to convey to the com- 
mittee that this bill applied to the individual rights of the man in 
making a contract with the company. It applies only to the extent of 
the number of hours that the man shall work, "there shall be no 
special legislation for any one man in the shop, but the eigbt-hour day 
shall apply to all men working on work by contract or subcontract for 
the Government. 

Another gentleman tried to inject into this argument the fact that 
the proposed law would prohibit or attempts to convey the idea that it 
would prohibit the employment of young men, and in a very glowing 
and almost hysterical waving of his hands, said to this committee, 
"For God's sake don't prevent us from getting the boys. They are 
in school too long." What has that to do with the measure pending 
before the committee, this eight-hour law? That is a question to be 
dealt with in another way entirely, and it is being dealt with practically 
in another way; and notwithstanding what Mr. Davenport states, that 
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organized labor has done nothing to uplift the American wage working 
man, the laws that are on the statute books of the States of this coun- 
try applying to compulsory school education "come through the direct 
efforts, expenditure of money, and sacrifices made by the men in the 
labor organizations of the country. That can not be successfully 
refuted by Mr. Davenport or any one of the organizations he 
represents. 

The^y cojae here and tell the gentlemen of this committee that 
organized labor goes out into the field and says to representatives that 
may happen to be running for Congress "Unless you do so and so 
you are not going back to Congress;'' and some of the gentlemen 
who appear here tell you what horrible crimes have been committed, 
and they try to inject injunction proposrtions into this law by saying 
how it was absolutely necessary to go to the courts and get injunctions 
to prohibit men from committing crime, from committing murder, 
from interfering with men's individual rights. 

Let us see who interferes with men politically. Here is a docu- 
ment issued by a gentlemen who has appeared before this committee 
as secretary of the Daj r ton Manufacturers' Association. Speaking of 
a gentleman who happened to be presiding at Dayton, Ohio — a judge 
who decided a certain question that was before him in favor of the 
manufacturers — this gentleman states in his report to the Association: 

4fc The absolute renunciation of labor unionism by several of our 
large manufacturing concerns is yet all more or less attributed to the 
influence of the Employers' Association, as is also the defeat of 
Charles A. Ahern for the legislature at the last election, who, not- 
withstanding he was backed by organized labor, the Brewers', and the 
Liquor Dealers' associations, and the street car men, was badly 
defeated, and it is generally admitted that he would have been elected 
had it not been for the opposition of the Employers' Associations." 

Now, think of these gentlemen coming up here and charging us with 
all the crimes because we may say that some man we believe is not 
fitted to be elected to a certain position, and that we go out and anni- 
hilate a man because he dares stand up in Congress or before a com- 
mittee and says what he thinks is right. These same men come here 
and tell you these things, and in their reports to the associations say 
what they have done to defeat men politically because they were not of 
their own ideas, and they inject all of these things into this hearing as 
an evidence of why the eight-hour bill pending now should not become 
a law. 

Mr. Davenport, with all the organizations he represents here, has 
not brought one witness here to substantiate one statement he has 
made that the wageworkers are against this bill. 

Mr. Spalding. Mr. O'Connell, is it not an inherent right of Amer- 
ican citizenship to vote against or for anybody that the voter may 
please, on account of his ideas not conforming to those of the voter's, 
or conforming to them ? 

Mr. O'Connell. Certainly. 

Mr. Spalding. And is that a proper subject of criticism on either 
side? 

Mr. O'Connell. The question would never have been brought up 
had not the other side charged us with doing these things and urging 
it here as a reason why this bill should not become a law. We are 
only refuting what they charge us with as a reason for the law not 
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being passed. It must be, or they would uot brin£ it here. We 
simply produce the documents. Tliey produced nothing on us. We 

Sroduced the documents showing their own glorifying because they 
efeated some man who ran for office because he was not of their 
opinion. We do not bring it as evidence in the case. It has no 
bearing on the case. 

Mr. Gilbert. Either party would have the right to exercise that 
privilege in an election. I would not vote for a Republican and I do 
not expect any Republican to vote for me. So it is with the business 
of the country. You labor organizations have the right to advocate 
the claims of a man you think is in harmonv with your views. 

Mr. O'Connell. Certainly; but we deny the right of any man to come 
before this committee and charge us with criminal intent in doing so, 
and in refuting that statement we bring their own documents to snow 
that they are in violation of what the} 7 charge us with, if there is any 
violation. Personally, I say it is my business who I vote for, and I do 
not care anything about who knows how I vote. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us get down to the practical side of this 
thing a little. We maintain tne hours of labor are being reduced. 
The other side try to maintain that they are not being reduced; that 
here and there there is a reduction of hours, but they all agree no 
man has come before the committee who has not said he was in favor 
of the eight-hour day. I have not heard one. I believe one man 
said yesterday that he was in favor of four hours. The hours of 
labor are being reduced except where the contractor and the subcon- 
tractor is largely being supplied in the necessities of his business 
through the Government, and these are the last concerns to reduce 
the hours of labor. Some of the largest employers of labor in the 
United States, whose institutions are being kept running by contracts 
from the Government, are the most critical concerns to be employed 
by, the most severe employers in the country, the most arbitrary 
employers in the country, and they are the last men to give their 
employees any reduction in the hours of labor. 

The employers are gradually reducing the hours of labor. The 
largest* representation that Mr. Davenport speaks here for, everyone 
of them, is now operating eight hours and has been operating eight 
hours for years gone by. Everyone of the Chicago building concerns 
he speaks for here or which he mentioned has been working eight 
hours for years, without a single exception. The hours of labor are 
gradually being reduced. 

Mr. Gilbert. Have you any explanation of that? Why is it that 
a manufacturer who is engaged in manufacturing articles for the Gov- 
ernment would be less inclined to have an eight-hour system than 
the independent manufacturer who is not engaged in manufacturing 
articles for the Governments 

Mr. O'Connell. I am at a loss to account for it in a practical busi- 
ness way. 

Mr. Gilbert. But that is a fact, you say? 

Mr. O'Connell. That is a fact. I do not want to cite the name of 
any concern. I do not think that is a fair proposition. I want to 
handle this matter fairly and honestly, but it is an absolute fact that 
the largest concerns, the largest contractors and subcontractors from 
the United States Government, are, to use a very common phrase, the 
meanest employers we have in the United States. I do not mean it 
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in that sense, but I mean it in the sense in which the employee looks 
at it. We have less consideration as to our rights and as to our wants 
and as to our hours of labor, and as to the wages and conditions under 
which we are employed, by the contractors of the United States Gov- 
ernment than we nave from any other institution we have in the United 
States. Our experience is that we can not meet them. We will not 
meet committees of their employees in a conciliatory way at all. It is 
a auestion of, " You do as we say, or get out." 

Mr. Gilbert. Is it due perhaps somewhat to the fact that they feel 
they are somewhat protected by the United States'* 

>Ir. O'Connell. I have no hesitancy in saying that I think that is so. 

Mr. Spalding. With reference to their lack of consideration which 
you refer to. Does that refer to labor organizations or individual 
workmen? 

Mr. O'Connell. It refers to the workingmen as a whole employed 
by these institutions. The individual working-man outside of his 
organization, of course, can not speak. It is ridiculous for anybody 
to talk here about the individual workman's independence. He can 
not speak. 

The moment he speaks out he goes. There is no question about 
that. He can only speak collectively with his fellow-workmen in the 
plant, and men are not brought together unless thej r are brought 
together in an organization with some basis, some foundation to it, 
some corner stone, something to tie to. They are not brought together 
spasmodically in a day and go to an employer and say, u We want so 
and so." That day has passed in this country. It must be practical. 
They must be brought together in a practical way, a business way; 
and an ordinary individual or a committee gets less consideration from 
the institutions that are being kept by the United States Government 
than they do from any other employer in the world. I know that 
from practical experience. 1 know it from practical effort to meet 
the representatives of these concerns. 

Mr. Gilbert. I do not want to interfere with the continuity of your 
line of argument. 

Mr. O'Connell. That is all right, Congressman. 

Mr. Gilbert. But here is a fact that made a greater impression on 
my mind than any other one fact in this whole controversy: That if 
you have the procrustean theory or practice of enforcing absolutely 
and arbitrarily an eight-hour system, you destroy the individuality of 
the laboring man ana in a great measure destroy the incentive for his 
efficiency and promotion. 

Mr. O'Connell. 1 think that reads well in a book. 

Mr. Gilbert. I want a practical man's views about it. 

Mr. O'Connell. That reads well in a book, as I say; but in practice 
it is ridiculous, in my opinion, to say constant! v before this Committee 
that the individual right, the individual possibility of a man is inter- 
fered with by saying fcfc You can not work more than eight hours." 

Mr. Goebel. Do I understand you to say, Mr. O'Connell, that the 
laboring men want an absolute eight-hour day; that is, no right to 
labor longer if they so desire? 

Mr. OHjonxell/ Except in cases of emergency, yes. We believe 
that eight hours is a sufficient number of hours to work in one day of 
twenty-four hours. 
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Mr. Oorbel. I know; but wbat I am trying to get at is your view 
or the views of those you represent as to whether the laboring men 
absolutely want eight Hours and no longer. 

Mr. O'Connell. That is just exactly what we want; yes, sir; we 
want eight hours. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. O'Connell covered that part of it 
before you came in, and gave it as his opinion that they desired to 
stop at eight hours, as a rule. 

Mr. O'Connell. We believe there is no reason for working longer. 
I am speaking as a practical mechanic. 1 have spent between twenty 
and twenty-live years in the machine shop, and, without desiring to 
appear egotistical at all, I think I was as good a practical mechanic in 
my day in the machine shop as existed. As we used to say in the 
trade — we took considerable pride in it — I never took off my hat to 
anybody in the trade. I always had the best wages and the best hours. 
I worked the same as anybody else, and my rights were never inter- 
fered with, and I always wanted to go higher. No law that would be 
made here would prevent a man from going higher if his ability and 
skill warranted it. 

Mr. Goebel. And the eight- hour system would not interfere with it ? 

Mr. O'Connell. It does not interfere a particle with it. If you can 
go higher in ten hours, there are more opportunities in the eight 
hours to go ahead. 

Mr. Goebel. A man's manifest superiority would be as great in 
eicrht hours as in nine 2 

.Mr. O'Connell. Yes. We do not say to the employers, "You 
must pay every man $3 a day in our trade." We say, "' You must pay 
him a minimum, and then, if his skill and ability warrant his getting 
$3.50 or $4, that is between you and him." We have thousands of 
men who go higher than the minimum. 

Mr. Hughes. If you think if a man is skillful enough to be employed 
as a machinist he is entitled to enough money to live on and keep his 
family? 

Mr. O'Connell. He certainly is. 

One of the gentlemen who appeared before this committee a short 
time ago representing the Crocker Company, just outside of New 
York, one of the large manufacturing concerns of this country, went 
on to say that the electrical concerns in the United States were work- 
ing on the ten-hour basis. I asked him if it was not true that the 
Westinghouse Electric Compan}', at East Pittsburg, were not working 
eight hours. He said he thought they were working ten hours. I 
thought at the time they were working* eight hours, but I said to the 
committee I would bring the exact result, and I wrote to Pittsburg 
and got this letter: 

International Association op Machinists, 

Pittsburg, Pa., March 6, 1904* 
Mr. James O'Connell, 

402-407 McGill Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir and Brother: Replying to your inquiry of the 4th instant, in reference 
to the number of hours worked by the employees of the Westinghouse Electric and 
Manufacturing Company, East Pittsburg, Pa., will say that they work fifty -four hours 
per week, divided as follows: Nine and three-quarters on the first five days of the 
week, and five and one-quarter on Saturdays. 

The Westinghouse Companies discontinued the ten-hour day in all of their shops 
in this vicinity over ten years ago. 
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Trusting that the above information will be of value to you, and with best wishes, 
I beg to remain, i 

Youre, fraternally, Stuabt Simpson, 

Business Agent. 

Mr. O'Connell. The Westinghouse Company is the largest and one 
of the best dividend paying concerns in the electrical business. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you know how this was brought about? 

Mr. O'Connkll. It was brought about by the gradual reduction of 
the hours by the employees, through their organizations, and so on. 
making requests, and finally by an agreement made by the International 
Association of Machinists with the manufacturers of Pittsburg in about 
1891 or 1892, since which time in the city of Pittsburg contracts have 
been entered into and made with all the manufacturers of Pittsburg in 
the Manufacturers' Association making nine hours a day's labor. 

All the mechanical trades establishments in the metal trades (outside 
of the steel mills, which is one of the concerns working ten hours, of 
course, on Government contracts), in Pittsburg and the vicinity around 
there, machinists, molders, metal polishers, have been working nine 
hours for a number of years; but the concerns there securing Govern- 
ment work, the large Government contractors in that district, are 
working ten hours, for which the men get no concessions or no con- 
sideration whatever. 

The tendency is, gentlemen of the committee, for a reduction of the 
hours of labor. No man has appeared before this committee who has 
said he did not believe the eight-hour day was bound to come, but 
they say it will come this way and that way and it will come ordina- 
rily. For God's sake don't make a law that will hasten the thing, 
they say; let it come when business will warrant it, when dividends 
will warrant it. The 16 and the 14 and the 12 hour day did not come 
when dividends warranted them. Thev came when men went out and 
struggled for them and insisted that tney should have them — insisted 
that it was their right, insisted that, with improved tools, with im- 
proved machinery, with the improved possibilities of production in 
our country, witn the speediest workmen in the world, with the best 
mechanics in the world, there was no reason why the American work- 
man should not enjoy as short hours as, if not shorter hours than the 
workingman of the Continent. 

Somebody said the British workman was working longer hours than 
the American workman. Why, in the machinists trade nine hours is 
the day in Great Britain, and has been for many years. It is only a 
short time ago, and Mr. Davenport knows it well, that the metal trade 
went on strike for the eight-hour day in Great Britain. They had 
been working nine hours for many a day there. Nine hours is the 
rule in Great Britain; in America, as many hours as they make you 
work is the rule, if you do not stand up and say no; and we w r ant to 
say to the employers whom we can not reach and who are enjoying 
the benefits of tne contributions of every taxpayer of the country, 
" You must reduce the hours of labor; that you must give the work- 
ingmen of this country as good working conditions and as low hours 
of labor as any other employer in any other country does." 

We are not going to China to make comparisons. Somebody said 
here, "Why not China and why not Japan, and so on. What is the 
Chinese workman alongside the American workman, or what is 
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the Japanese workman alongside the American workman? Aye, or 
the British workman ? A gentleman who appeared before this com- 
mittee, a practical man in mechanical lines, wno worked and served his 
time in Great Britain and was a business man in Great Britain and 
here, stated that the British workman is not to be compared in pro- 
ductive capacity to the American workman; and with all the protec- 
tion that we have here, protection in tariff for the manufacturers and 
open ports to the workingmen coming here by the thousands and tens 
of thousands— and to this 1 have no objection so long as thev are com- 
ing here for the purpose of becoming law-abiding citizens of the coun- 
try — with all the employers protected and the manufacturers protected, 
with the highest prices given for contracts and subcontracts of the 
Government, the workingmen of this country should also receive some 

Krotection from the Government, and that protection should be given 
y the enactment or passage of this bill, making eight hours a day's 
labor. 

Mr. Davenport. Would the gentleman allow a question? 

Mr. O'Connell. .Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. You speak as representing the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists l 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. And you say that they universally desire the 
eight-hour day? 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. Are } r ou acquainted with James Wilson, of that 
organization ? 

Mr. O'Connell. We have several James Wilsons, I suppose. 

Mr. Davenport. Of New York ? 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes. 

Mr. Davenport. 1 read you this statement. Speaking of the 
demand of the workers for the New York, New Haven and Hartford 
Railroad that the eight-hour day should be enlarged to nine, it says: 

James Wilson, delegate of the New York local of the International Association of 
Machinists, said yesterday: "Some of the international men are working in the 
company' 8 car shops. They know that an eight-hour workday means cutting wages. 
It does not mean eight hours' work for nine Sours' wages. In this case they can't 
get the wages, so they want the nine-hour day back." 

Mr. O'Connell. Is that a statement signed by Mr. Wilson ? 

Mr. Daventort. No; but this is the point. The New York, New 
Haven and Hartford road gave its employees the option of working 
eight hours a day. On account of the condition of business they were 
going to shut the shops, so they started in on the eight-hour day. The 
3,000 car workers made a demand upon the New York, New Haven 
and Hartford road that they should increase the time from eight hours 
to nine, and in the New York Sun appears the following clipping: 

WHY THEY WANT NINE-HOUR DAY — NEW HAVEN CAR WORKERS KNOW THAT AN EIGHT- 
HOUR DAY MEANS LOWER WAGES. 

According to representatives of the local labor unions, the demand of the 3,000 
car workers on the New York and New Haven Railroad that the eight-hour work- 
day be changed to nine hours does not mean that the limit of a short day has been 
reached by the men and that hours are again on the upward turn. James Wilson, 
delegate of the New York local of the International Association of Machinists, said 
yesterday: 

"Some of the international men are working in the company's car shops. They 
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know that an eight-hour workday means cutting wages. It does not mean eight 
houra* work for nine hours' wages. In this case they can't get the wages, so they 
want the nine-hour day back." 

Now, I would inquire of tbe gentleman whether he is aware of the 
fact that it is now a subject of controversy between that railroad and 
its employees, which is being deliberated upon by the officials and the 
representatives of the union, that they shall return to the nine-bour 
day, upon the information that if they are cut down to only eight 
hours a day they do not get the same wages that they got when the}' 
were working nine hours, and that what they are anxious for is not 
the eight-hour day, but the pav that came from the nine-hour day? 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not know that the statement is correct. I 
know of no conference being held with them. No conference, so far 
as our organization is concerned, has been held. That is a statement 
without Mr. Wilson's signature, simply a reporter's statement. I would 
not take it at all. 

If the committee desire, I will bring Mr. Wilson here personally 
from New York to make a statement himself as to whether he is in 
favor of an eight-hour day or not. We have not a more ardent advo- 
cate of the eight-hour day in the country than our representative in 
New York. Mr. James B. Wilson. As for this statement, I do not 
know anytning about it. 

I desire to say, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion 

Mr. Gilbert. Before you conclude, suppose all you claim is con- 
ceded by the committee and enacted into law by Congress, would that 
stop the controversy? Would there be any effort on the part of 
organized labor for seven hours ? 

Mr. O'Connell. W r e are a progressive people, and a man who has 
one dollar usually likes to get two, and a man with ten likes to have 
twenty, and the man with a hundred likes to have a thousand, and so 
on. The more we get, as enlightened people, of the things in life 
that make life worth living, the more we want. If we find after get- 
ting eight hours that the conditions of our country will afford more 
leisure time, 1 do not think we would have any hesitancy in asking for 
it. We want all the leisure time we can get in order that the wage 
workers of this country may have everv opportunity to enjoy every- 
thing that it is possible for them to enjoy, that they may have more 
leisure time to educate themselves, not to spend it in saloons or 
gambling dens or places of that character as has been intimated, but 
that they may have every opportunity of acquainting themselves with 
the actual conditions under which they are existing. 

Mr. Gilbert. I am very sorry to hear j'ou say that. I thought the 
eight hours would be satisfactory and that would end the matter. 

Mr. O'Connell. I think if we get eight hours in this country it 
will be long after we all pass away before there would be a further 
reduction; but I do not mean to convey to this committee that if you 
pass this bill and eight hours becomes a law, there will never be anv 
question of hours between the employers and the employees of this 
country. I would not want to occupy that position. 

The Acting Chairman. W r ould you favor making this bill seven 
' hours instead of eight? 

Mr. O'Connell. No; I believe in the passage of the bill just as it 
reads. 

The Acting Chairman. W T hy ? 
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Mr. O'Connell. Because I believe eight hours is a natural division 
of the time. I believe eight hours is a fair number of hours to be 
employed under the present condition of affairs in this country. 

The Acting Chairman. It would not be ? then, for the reason that 
you think trade conditions in manufacturing would not be able to 
stand seven hours? 

Mr. O'Connell. There is a very great misconception and misunder- 
standing of trade conditions affecting the hours of labor. During 
1901 we were living in rather a high period of industrial prosperity in 
our country. Along at that time we went to the employers in the 
trades I represent, the metal-working trades, and requested them to 
reduce the hours of labor in the various metal trades industries from 
ten to nine hours. 

They said, " We can not do it; we are too busy." So we said, " We 
believe we are entitled to the reduction in the hours of labor and we 
would like to have them;" and, finally, after compromise and so on, 
some strikes occurred, and the hours began to go down for thousands 
of the workers of this country to nine. During the latter part of the 
past year and the first portion of this year trade has not been so brisk, 
industrial conditions have not been so lively. Now, when we go to the 
employers and ask them to reduce the hours of labor, they do not use 
the argument, "We are too busy," but they say, u We have to run 
the ten hours in order to keep ourselves going; w r e must run longer 
hours in order to keep the places going;" ana where we succeeded in 
getting the shorter workday in some places during the busy period, 
these sarne firms during a slack period are trying to force the em- 
ployees back on a ten-hour day again. There is no justice iu the posi- 
tion at all that I can see. 

The Acting Chairman. Must not the employees as well as the employ- 
ers adapt themselves to the conditions that prevail in the country? 
• Mr. O'Connell. There are no more ardent adherents to the indus- 
trial conditions of this country than the wageworkers themselves. 
They realize quicker, they see quicker, they appreciate more rapidly 
the condition of affairs as they come along than do the employers 
themselves. 

Mr. Spalding. You spoke of apprentices here a while ago. Do any 
of your organizations fix an age above which no one shall commence an 
apprenticeship? 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes; a great number of the organizations have a 
minimum and a maximum as to boys starting the trade. 

Mr. Spalding. What is the maximum? 

Mr. O'Connell. In the machinists' trade it is twenty -one years. 

Mr. Spalding. Are there any of them that are less than that, that 
you know of? 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not know r ; they generally run about that. 
We figure in the machinists' trade that if a young man is not going to 
start to learn a trade until after he is 21 years ola he is starting rather 
late in life to become practical in the trade, and we believe after that 
he would be used only as a means of specializing the trade. While 
that has no effect on this bill, it is a great question that has been dis- 
cussed for years between us and the employers of the country, and 
which we understand pretty well. 

Mr. Spalding. You spoke of it yourself? 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes; Mr. Jenk's, of the United States Steel Com- 
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panv, brought the question in that they could not get boys into the 
trade any more, and besides they were getting too much schooling. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say in conclusion that in the metal 
trades 

Mr. Goebel. Before you conclude, Mr. O'Connell, j r ou know much 
has been said about the exceptions in this bill, and I would like to hear 
from you on that proposition. Let me read to you what the bill 
provides: 

8bc. 2. That nothing in this act shall apply to contracts for transportation by land 
or water, or for the transmission of intelligence, or for such materials or articles as 
may usually be bought in open market, whether made to conform to particular 
specifications or not, or for the purchase of supplies by the Government, whether 
manufactured to conform to particular specifications or not. 

Why should there be any exception i 

Mr. O'Connell. The reason for the exception in water transporta- 
tion, etc., is that it would be almost a physical impossibility to keep 
within the law. For instance, take the boat running from Washington 
to Norfolk, carrying the mail down. There is scarcely a day that that 
boat could land iust on the minute, and there w r ould be exceptions to 
the bill constantly. Men are not engaged in that industry by the hour 
or by the minute. 

The Acting Chairman. Would not the emergency clause, as you 
construe it, apply to them? 

Mr. O'Connell. It would apply, yes, but there would be a constant 
application. It would apply from the beginning to the end. The 
exception is made because of its general impracticability, because of 
its being so far remote f roiri the general questions as they come before 
us in connection with the question of the hours of labor. There are 
men engaged in the railroad transportation service who will probably 
appear and talk to you on that question much more intelligently than 
I could. 

Mr. Gilbert. It looks to me like one of the crying evils of the day 
is the fact that engineers and firemen are forced to remain on their 
engines sometimes twelve, fourteen, and twenty-four hours. Why 
not apply it to the engine men I 

Mr. O'Connell. 1 suppose the law might be made applicable to 
them. 

Mr. Gilbert. The men go to sleep at the valves because they are 
worked down. 

Mr. O'Connell. Yes, I understand that. There is a gentleman 
here, Mr. Fuller, who I suppose will bring those matters up. He is a 
railroad man and understands tbem thoroughly. He can discuss the 
questions you ask relative to exceptions so far as they relate to trans- 
portation on railroads; and others will probably refer to transportation 
on water. I have not given the matter any particular thought. My 
knowledge of this matter is in so far as it atfecte particularly the metal 
trades industries of this country and the trades that are largely 
affected by contracts let by the Government and subcontractors. We 
are affected probably the largest of any one trade in the United States, 
and in that trade we are unanimous. 

1 can say conscientiously I believe I am voicing the opinions .of the 
men who are outside the trades organizations. I have not yet met 
one man in all my travels — and I think I have traveled as much as Mr. 
Davenport; I travel 25,000 or 30,000 miles a year, all over this country, 
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Canada, and Mexico and abroad — in my trade, in the metal industry, 
who is not in favor of the reduction of the hours of labor and in favor 
of the eight-hour day, and in favor of the limitation to the extent that 
overtime shall not be worked. In my trade we assess overtime, as a 
means of trying to drive it out. We try to make the prices for over- 
time as high as possible, in order that the employer will not work 
overtime except when it is absolutely necessary. 

The Acting Chairman. You would expect, Mr. O'Connell, that the 
eight-hour day would receive the same pay $8 the nine or ten hour 
day? 

Mr. O'Connell. 1 think so in time. Our experience has been that 
where the hours have been reduced from ten the trades in which they 
have been reduced are receiving larger wages for the shorter hours 
than for the longer hours. 

Mr. Gilbert. And what is the percentage in the reduction of the 
product? 

Mr. O'Connell. In some cases we have statements that the total 
outout had not been decreased at all. 

The Acting Chairman. What trades were those? 

Mr. O'Connell. Mr. Jones, the mayor of Toledo, Ohio, runs a 
machine plant on the eight-hour basis, and has done so for a number 
of years. He manufactures oil-well supplies, machinery etc. I have 
heard Mr. Jones personally make the statement that his plant was as 
profitable, as productive, and more satisfactory under the present 
eight-hour system than it was when he was operating under ten hours. 

Mr. Spalding. May not that be due. to some extent at least, to 
other conditions, conditions of trade and the degree of prosperity, etc. ? 

Mr. O'Connell. The total product to-day, as compared with ten 
years ago, in a shop that was formerly working ten hours and is now 
working nine hours, under improved tools and improved facilities, is 
not only as great, but is in excess of what it was ten years ago in the 
same sized plant, with the exception of improved tools aud facilities. 
The matter of the reduction of the hours of labor does not at all mean 
that the employer is going to allow his product to be reduced. He is 
going to improve. We are a rapid traveling people. We are up to 
any conception of an idea that will improve products, that will improve 
the property, and as a result, the production is constantly on the 
increase, the workman is constantly on the move. 

The product is not being decreased by any means in plants where 
the hours of labor have been reduced. The individual man in some 
cases may not be able to produce any more, as was illustrated in one 
case where it was said that where a man ran a machine which made 
1,000 revolutions a minute, that was its capacity. It could not pro- 
duce any more in ar. eight-hour day. That is true. That is one case. 
There are other cases where it is not a matter of a machine turning so 
many revolutions per minute. It is a man's physical strength, a man's 
opportunity for cultivating theories, and the advanced mechanical 
inventions of the day ; the improvements which he is capable of putting 
forth because of the leisure time he has to consult in a mechanical way. 
There are just as many opportunities where the man is not regulated 
by the number of revolutions a machine will make in a minute or an 
hour or a dav, but where the opportunity that presents itself makes it 
possible for him to be a more profitable man to his employer. 

I do not think there is an institution to-day which has changed its 
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hours of labor within the last twenty-five years in this country but 
will say that it has not injured the employer. It has not injured the 
man, because every employer with whom I have come in contact, 
where the hours have been changed lower, has always spoken of it 
favorably. The workmen have always been highly elated with it; but 
where it is a constant reduction of wages, as Mr. Davenport read here 
in a clipping from some paper — in that case if a man's wages would go 
down and down and down until he would not have living wages, as a 
matter of protection to himself and his children, he would be com- 
pelled to work longer hours if it was a matter of necessity. We hope 
not to see that sort of condition existing at all. 

Now, there is just one other point I want to bring to your atten- 
tion, and a point that is explicitly brought out strongly by the opposi- 
tion. That is the case of the manufacturer doing contract work for 
the Government and also doing work for private employers, and hav- 
ing the change of hours, as, for instance, one body of men working 
on a battle ship and quitting at 5 o'clock, and the men on a transport 
ship, for a private partv, working until 6 o'clock. It is claimed that 
condition of affairs could not exist. Mr. Fletcher, the proprietor of 
the Fletcher Works at Hoboken, N. J., made the statement here only 
a few days ago that in his employ for several years he had two classes 
of time being worked, one class of men working eight hours and the 
the other nine hours, and that from that condition of affairs he expe- 
rienced no difficulty whatever. 

Mr. Robert C. IIayden. What were those two classes of work '( 

Mr. O'Connell. One class of men were working on the outside of 
the ship, on the docks, and the other class of men were working on 
the ship. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. Is not that quite customary in shipyards? 

Mr. O'Connell. Only in the marine industry in New York; "but he 
stated if the hours of labor were changed one class of men would go 
home at 5 o'clock and the other at 4 o'clock, and it would cause the 
men working until 5 o'clock to want to go home at 4. The fact that 
these men are working on the docks, and on the boat on the outside, 
is no evidence that that condition would interfere any more than if he 
was working one class of his men in the shops eight hours and the 
other nine. 

The Chairman. Is not that one of the benefits you expect to get 
out of the bill, that if all the people who manufacture for the Govern- 
ment are obliged to manufacture on an eight-hour basis it would have 
the effect of changing their plants into eight-hour plants? 

Mr. O'Connell. We hope so. We believe that anv move in the 
reduction of hours of labor has its effect on the longer hours. 

I think that is about all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr/GoEBEL. Mr. O'Connell, this bill also provides that — 

The proijer officer on behalf of the United States, any Territory, or the District 
of Columbia, may waive the provisions and stipulations in this act during time of 
war or a time when war is imminent, or in any other case when in the opinion of 
the inspector or other officer in charge any great emergency exists. 

Do you not think that is a great power in an inspector? 

Mr. O'Connell. Why, it is no more power than the inspector has 
to-day, practically. The effort .being made before this committee to 
trj- to say that the opportunity for the inspector and the employer to 
go into cahoots in the matter of dishonest acts seems ridiculous for 
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any business man to bring up here. If such a condition could prevail 
under this law it could prevail now without the law, because the inspec- 
tors are in the plants just the same. They are there to inspect and to 
pass upon work just the same as they would be under the law. 




\ employer 

can pass no piece of work out of the factory without the O. K. of the 
inspector on it. He could put no piece of steel into a gun barrel unless 
the inspector said O. K. If there is going to be graft, law will not stop 
them from grafting, nor will it make them graft. Grafters will find 
their own methods. 

The Acting Chairman. Inspectors are kept in those plants where 
it is necessary to inspect the work as it progresses. For instance, in 
the manufacture of armor. In all the other classes of work covered 
by this bill there are no inspectors until the finished product is pre- 
sented. Is not that true? 

Mr. O'Connell. Do you not suppose there are inspectors at ship- 
yards where thev are building Government ships? 

The Acting Chairman. Yes; armor and shipbuilding. But in all 
the other classes of supplies now purchased by the Government, which 
I understand to be covered by this bill, only the finished product is 
inspected to determine whether it comes up to the standard. 

Mr. O'Connell. If there is graft now it would only open up fur- 
ther opportunity for graft. 

The Acting Chairman. That is true. 

Mr. O'Connell. No law will stop that. 

Mr. Goebel. But is not that a great power that is vested in an 
individual, and might it not be usea to the disadvantage of the con- 
tractor? 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not think so. 1 do not think we ought to go 
on the hypothesis that there is an intention of doing wrong. 

The Acting Chairman. The only argument which would lie in the 
fact I stated would be the increase in the number of inspectors neces- 
sary to carry out the law. 

Mr. O'Connell. The Government makes a practice of inspecting 
its business in every direction in which it operates. In the mail serv- 
ice, in the transportation of its various businesses and things, it has 
corps of inspectors. 

It inspects just the same as a private employer would inspect in 
building, or in any contract that he was having performed for him. If 
you are erecting a large building and are a large private contractor, 
you put it in the hands of an architect to see that the sand, the bricks, 
and so on going into that building are as specified in the contract. 

Mr. Goebel. If it does not come up to specifications then no more 
can be done than to condemn that particular work. 

Mr. O'Coxnell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. But you take this case. Here is a man who employs 
say 3,000 men, and if he should ran overtime, it would cost him $5 
for every man emplo3 r ed by him. That would be $ 1,500, an actual 
sum of money which is to be deducted from his contract. Is there 
not a difference between the mere rejection of an article which might 
be used or changed, and the ease 1 put? 

Mr. O'Connell. No; 1 can see no'difference other than that this 
man will pay a tine, and in the other case you take the contract away 
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from him and he loses the contract price. You will not pay hira for 
it You punish him just as much. 

Mr. Goebel. You punish him to the extent of condemning that 
work ? 

Mr. O'Connell. But you will not take it. 

Mr. Goebel. Exactly; but he can make use of it in some other way. 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not know how he is going to move a ten-story 
building from Washington to Boston. 

Mr. Goebel. I do not want to go into the details, but it seems to 
me the case is different. 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not think it is fair to go on the hypothesis 
that there is an opportunity for wrongdoing. We should take it for 
granted that the intention of the Government is to do right, and that 
if an inspector does wrdng 

Mr. Goebel. Yes; 1 know the Government is not suffering by this 
bill. The Government loses nothing. 

Mr. O'Connell. I understand that; but the Government should do 
right. 

Mr. Goebel. It is the contractor who loses. 

Mr. O'Connell. But we must take it for granted the Government 
wants to do right. 

Mr. Goebel. Exactly. 

Mr. O'Connell. Ancl therefore if it is ascertained that an inspector 
has gone beyond the real purpose of the law, it might be true that 
temporarily or for that time that employer might suffer loss, but I do 
not think it is the purpose of the Government to see injustice done — 
to see wrong done or to allow it to continue. I believe it is fair to 
consider that the purposes of the bill are honest, and the effort of try- 
ing to inject into it tnat there is an opportunity of grafting — well, I 
do not know much about that scheme or system, and men wno discuss 
that phase of it probably are familiar with the opportunities that may 
exist or that can be taken advantage of. I do not. 

I take it for granted that at the bottom of the matter we must con- 
sider each other honest and upright American citizens. If we do not, 
then we ought to make stronger laws. 

Mr. Spalding. One principle of legislation is to make it as difficult 
as possible for everybody to do wrong, is it not? 

Mr. O'Connell. No; the opportunitv is given to people to do what 
the Government believes is right. We do not go on the hypothesis 
that certain things are wrong. 

Mr. Gilbert. What do you say to the proposition that the emplover, 
by a mistake or by inadvertence, might allow men to work overtime 
a few minutes? 

Mr. O'Connell. I can not conceivfc that an employer operating his 
business successfully and having it properly superintended could make 
such an error. It is usual for the manufacturers of this country to 
have a certain time for the men to go to work, a certain time to quit, 
and a certain time for lunch, which are indicated by the whistle or the 
bell, or whatever they work by. They have a man employed whose 
business it is to see that the whistle is blown at that time. 

Mr. Gilbert. And if the inspector's time happens to be five min- 
utes different from the employer s time you would not consider that a 
violation of the law ? 

Mr. O'Connell. No; if the clock happened to stop or the fireman 
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happened to get caught in a place attending to a duty of nature or 
something of that kind, and the time was a minute over, no sane man 
could expect the law would apply, and a person who would try to 
apply such a law would not be a proper official either to see that the 
law was carried out against the employer, nor would the men them- 
selves have any reason to expect such a thing. It is not a technical 
violation of the law that is aimed at. It is the practical effect of the 
law that we desire, and it is our expectation that the emplo3'er will 
take hold of it and work right under it. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. Mr. O'Connell, on the point of the manu- 
facturer attempting to work a part of his force eight hours under this 
bill and the rest nine hours, do you recall saying before the Senate 
committee that that manufacturer would have a strike on his hands? 

Mr. O'Connell. I do not recall that particular statement; no. I 
recall this, however, and will agree with Mr. Fletcher, who made a 
statement here the other day, and who does work his men under that 
condition, that it would have a tendency very naturally for the meu 
who were working the nine or the ten hour day to expect the same 
consideration. I do not deny that at all. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. I simply want to recall to you that you 
stated to the Senate committee, in reply to Mr. Payson,* that a strike 
would inevitably be the result. 

Mr. O'Connell. In time; yes. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. O'Connell said in reply to my question 
that that is one of the results which they hope will grow out of the 
bill. 

Mr. O'Connell. There is no doubt about that. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to nave Mr. Fuller, rep- 
resenting the railroad men, address the committee. 

The Acting Chairman. Before that, I would like to inquire of the 
members of the committee how long they wish to sit. 

Mr. Conner. How long a time is expected to be consumed by the 
advocates of the bill? 

Mr. Gompers. I am not aware as to the arrangements that have 
been made as to time. 

Mr. O'Connell. There was really no arrangement made. 

Mr. Gompers. If I knew how much time had been allotted to the 
opponents and the proponents of the bill I would be in a better posi- 
tion to state how long we wish to take.. 

The Acting Chairman. I will say, Mr. Gompers, that one day which 
was expected to be allotted to those in favor of the bill was used by 
the opposition. I have no doubt the committee would be willing to 
add a day to the time of those w^io favor the bill, if it is desired, in 
order that they may all be heard. 

Mr. Gompers. I?orthe purpose of facilitating the convenience of the 
committee, I would say that we have no desire to prolong the hearing. 

The Chairman. Then we will close to-morrow. 

Mr. Gompers. I understand that Judge McCammon, or Mr. Hayden 
for Judge McCammon, will make the closing argument for the oppo- 
nents of the bill, and that we will close to-morrow. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. On that point, Mr. Chairman, 1 would like 
to saj r that Mr. McCammon is absolutely unable to be down to-morrow, 
and, while we do not want to make any request for an extension and 
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appear to be acting in bad faith in the matter, that is our position. 
Mr. Hayden, his partner, is in New York, and can not get back until 
some time to-morrow. If the proponents of the bill wish to take 
to-morrow, as far as we are concerned, thev can have all of it 

Mr. Conner. Mr. Chairman, I expect to leave here on Sunday morn- 
ing, to be gone for two or three weeks, probablv. If any action is to 
be taken on the bill and I am to take part in it 1 will have to do it 
to-morrow. 

Mr. Gompers. So far as we are concerned, Mr. Chairman, we are 
satisfied with the present arrangement. 

Mr. SpalUing. I am obliged to go in the House now, but I have no 
objection to this proceeding going on. 

Mr. Gompers. As you know, we have tried right at the outset to 
avoid the necessity of prolonging the hearing. We have taken very 
little time. Now, we want to near all the arguments by those who are 
opposed to the bill in order that we may meet any statement that may 
be made. The arrangement, as I understand it, Vas that the commit- 
tee would close the hearing to-morrow. While Judge McCammon, of 
course, is entitled to every consideration, particularly if Jie is ill, and 
while Mr. Hayden is entitled to consideration, I think, in view of all 
the time that has been taken, in view of all the opportunities that 
have been given in former Congresses as well as in this Congress and 
before this committee, the time set for the closing of the hearing should 
be strictly adhered to, and that the opportunity for the advocates of 
the bill to close may also be adhered to. 

As far as we are concerned, we desire to take perhaps not more 
than two hours all told, and we shall endeavor to confine the state- 
ments we propose to make within that limit of time; but we want the 
advocates of this measure to have the last word. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. It is understood, I believe, that it is the 
legal side of the question that we wish to take up and submit. There 
have been one or two points upon which members of the commit- 
tee have asked questions, and the recent Supreme Court decision has 
been suggested as bearing upon this bill, and such matters as we do 
wish to take up may require some little preparation. It is possible 
that Mr. Hayden would be able to be here to-morrow. I shall tele- 
graph him if the committee decide positively that they can not sit 
beyond to-morrow, and if he can come, he will do so. 

We are very anxious to submit that side which has not been treated 
here; but Mr. Gompers is right in suggesting that the committee has 
been very fair in its hearings. , It has, indeed; and we dislike to ask 
for any extension of time and would not do so under an}- other cir- 
cumstances. 

The Acting Chairman. If the Judge is to ill to appear to-morrow, 
I suppose there will be no date set when he could appear, so we might 
delay for a week. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. His partner will appear any day next 
week that may be designated. 

The Acting Chairman. Can not his partner appear to-morrow? 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. I say he is out of town and will not get 
back until some time to-morrow. 

Mr. Goebel. You say Judge McCammon is sick? 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. Yes, sir; he has been sick for a week or 
more. 
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Mr. Conner. Have any of you prepared a brief upon the constitu- 
tional aspect of the question ? 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. That is it, sir. The brief has not been 
prepared. Mr. McCammon had started on that when he was taken 
sick, and he turned over his notes and authorities to Mr. Hayden, his 
partner. 

The Acting Chairman. It could be put into the hearing, where 
the members could look it over as well as to listen to it? 

Mr. Davenvort. Mr. Chairman, it was my expectation, at the 
suggestion of certain gentlemen who are interested in this matter, to 
present to the committee an oral argument directed to the constitu- 
tionality of the bill. 1 supposed that. would be taken up to-morrow, 
and that a short time would be allowed to anyone who desired to pre- 
sent such views, and I desire to be heard upon that subject. I can 
just as well be heard to-morrow as any other time. 

The Acting Chairman. The business of the House may be such to- 
morrow that we may not be able to tind the time. 

Mr. Davenport. So far as I am concerned, so long as there is one 
member of the committee here and the stenographer, it would answer 
my purpose.** I am unaccustomed to prepare written arguments. I am 
accustomed to present my views upon legal questions orally, as prob- 
ably more satisfactory to the tryer and to the opposing party. 

"the Acting Chairman. If it is the desire of the committee to take 
a recess until half past 2 this afternoon and devote another hour or 
hour and a half to the hearing of gentlemen who favor the bill, we 
will do so at this time. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman, there are two or three gentlemen 
whom I would like to have make statements to you of their experience 
and their knowledge of the general effect in the reduction in the hours 
of labor in their trades, the material improvement and the moral 
improvement of the men and their character and the better relations 
that have resulted. 

Mr. Goebel. Then let us hear them this afternoon at half past 2. 

Mr. Conner. Could we not give all these people a chance to be heard 
this afternoon ? 

The Acting Chairman. I thought if we could give the gentlemen 
here who wished to present the practical side of this matter an hour 
and a half this afternoon, they could get along fairly well. Then we 
would let those who have legal arguments to present start in to-mor- 
row and doubtless conclude. 

The committee thereupon took a recess until 2.30 o'clock p. m. 

The committee reassembled at the expiration of the recess, Hon. 
Edward B. Vreeland in the chair. 
The Acting Chairman. You may proceed, Mr. Fuller. 

STATEMENT OF HE. H. E. FULLER, REPRESENTING THE BROTHER- 
HOOD OF RAILROAD TRAINMEN. 

Mr. Fuller. Mr. Chairman, I represent 'the Brotherhood of Rail- 
road Trainmen, an organization of about 71,000 members at the 
present time. 

The Acting Chairman. Give your name, please. 

Mr. Fuller. H. R. Fuller. "I have here a credential from that 



be 
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organization which shows that I have the authority to represent it. 
Without any disrespect or desire to make any insinuations, I want to 
state to Mr. Davenport and his friends on the other side that if they 
have any credentials that show they represent any of these men I 
claim to represent, I will be glad to give them part of my time in 
which to produce them, and I woula like to see them go into the 
record. I will leave my credential with the stenographer. 
The paper referred, to is as follows: 

(P. H. QfoRRissEY, Grand Master; A. E. Kino, Grand Secretary and Treasurer.) 

Grand Lodge, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 

General Office, Cleveland, Ohio, December 6, 1903. 
To whom concerned: 

The bearer, Mr. H. R. Fuller, is the official representative of the Brotherhood of 
Railroad Trainmen for the Fifty -eighth Congress,' and is authorized to speak for and 
represent the organization in all matters pertaining to legislation. 

P. H. Morrissey, 

Grand Master. 
Attest: 

A. E. Kino, Secretary. 

Mr. Fuller. While this bill does not directly interest the men whom 
I represent, they are in hearty sympathy with it, and they did not 
recently arrive at such a conclusion. This bill has been before Con- 
ress, 1 believe, since and including the Fifty-fifth Congress, and on 

half of our organization, and the other organizations of railway 
employees I, at that time, appeared before the Senate Committee and 
indorsed this or a similar bill. 

While it does not interest us directly, we think it is right in prin- 
ciple. We approve of anything which to any degree tends to bring 
light, education, comfort, and rest to the home of a wage worker, and 
we think this bill does that. 

It was well said here yesterday by a gentleman who represented the 
other side, that the best government was that government which gov- 
erned the least. I want to approve that heartily; I believe it is right, 
but while that is true, it is necessary at times for the Government to 
legislate, and it seems that this is one of those instances. Man, in his 
eagerness for wealth, preference, and other things, is very liable to 
transgress the laws of nature. If he onlj r transgressed them to the 
extent of injuring himself, it might be, to a reasonable degree, argued 
that there is no necessity for legislation; but when he transgresses 
the law of nature to the extent that the influence of what he does from 
a moral standpoint injures society or endangers the health of the 
people, or endangers their lives and limbs, it is very necessary for 
the Government to act under such circumstances. 

We think the man who works long hours contributes in a moral 
way a bad influence on the community, for this reason: Education is 
the bulwark of our liberties, and if the actions of one man or some 
men are such that the influence of those actions has a tendency to re- 
tard education and learning among our people, I believe it is "time for 
the Government to act. When a man works long hours and the em- 
ployer wants him to do so, the tendency is to drag others down to 
that level; and if a man is required to work long hours he has not the 
time to educate himself that he should have; and it seems to me that 
in this age of organization and combination with which the working 
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man has to cope and contend, if there was ever a time when he needed 
opportunity within which to improve his mind, educate himself, and 
fit nimself for the industrial battle in which he takes part, it is now. 

An eight-hour workday will give him more time to do this. There 
is not a corporation in the country that is not financially well enough off 
to have a good staff of bright, intelligent attorneys, and they have them 
present on this occasion. If the manager of a plant wants informa- 
tion, he calls on his attorneys and they give it to him. They are paid 
for it. The working class of people can not afford this, and the only 
way they can meet their adversary is to educate themselves; and I 
want to say that I believe that means better citizenship. It is a better 
standard, one that we should all work for, that of each man endeavor- 
ing to equip himself for the battles of life, rather than to depend on 
some one else to do it for him, and you will help him do that if you 
pass the bill which is now before you. 

In addition to having staffs "of well-trained attorneys, there is not a 
manager of a corporation who does not have a well-trained staff of 
subordinates to wnom he goes for the details of his business. The 
employee does not have this, and when it comes to a contest between 
employer and employee all of these sources of information are utilized 
by the employer. And the employee has to meet them. 

I read the reports of the committees on this bill in the last Congress, 
and I could present no better argument than those reports. They 
said that it meant more happiness and comfort to the homes of many 
of the workmen of this country. 1 believe that is true. 

So much from a moral standpoint. When a man works a long num- 
ber of hours he injures his own health, and in a great many instances, 
especially in the industry in which the men I represent are employed, 
he endangers not only the lives of his fellow-men but of travelers upon 
railroads as well. Admitting that some men do want to work longer 
hours, it makes all the stronger the argument for governmental action. 

When 3 r ou find an emploj^er on a railroad, for instance, who wants 
to work his men twenty out of twentv-four hours, and you find a man 
that wants to be worked that long, you find it more dangerous than if 
just the emploj^er wanted to do it, because it will be indulged in to a 
greater extent. 

No reputable man will argue that a man is in as fit a condition, either 
of mind or body, to be intrusted with the care and safety of the lives 
and limbs of the traveling public and his fellow employees when he 
works twenty hours out of twenty-four, as he would be if he only 
works eight. The accidents on railroads, properly classified, all con- 
ditions considered and compared, will show that more accidents happen, 
more lives are lost when men have been on duty an excessive number 
of hours than when they have not. 

The Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, the organization which I 
represent, at its fourth biennial convention, had this subject of an eight- 
hour work day under consideration. It was referred to a committee 
and received favorable consideration. It was reported unanimously 
by the committee, and adopted unanimously' bjr the convention, so we 
are squarely on record in favor of this legislation that is before you. 
While it does not effect us 

The Acting Chairman. Let me ask you there, Mr. Fuller, would 
you consider it practical legislation applied to railroads? 
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Mr. Fuller. I was going to touch on that, if you will excuse me a 
moment. I will say that this is a question that probably Congress will 
be asked to legislate upon by the men whom I represent. As I have 
said, we have passed upon it and are in favor of it, but we think that 
the legislation should be drafted in a different way. We do not think 
it should have a place in a bill of this kind where the Government is 
the employer and lets contracts. When we present that legislation, 
if we do — and I hope we will — I believe that the way to go about it is 
to draw a bill under that clause of the Constitution which gives Con- 
gress the authority to control and regulate interstate commerce. We 
admit that there are some conditions on railroads which would be diffi 
cult to meet with legislation. 

As I say, no attempt should be made to handle them in a bill like 
this. It should be a bill which deals directly with that subject. 
Nevertheless, the whole tendency of our people for years has been to 
work for shorter hours, and through our organization we have been 
successful to a great degree. The hours have been lessened from 
fourteen to ten and in some places to eight. 

The Acting Chairman. Is not the average of them eight or less? 

Mr. Fuller. No; I could not say that. 

The Acting Chairman. I should think they "were up my way. 

Mr. Fuller. Excuse me, what State is that? 

The Acting Chairman. Up in western New York. 

Mr. Fuller. Less than eight? 

The Acting Chairman. 1 should say so. 

Mr. Fuller. It may be. I was speaking in a general way. I onlj T 
hope it is true, because I believe the railroad men give up a great deal 
of their time and energy to the public, and are entitled to shorter 
hours. 1 was very glad to hear my friend who sat on this side of the 
table this morning bring out the point that, railroad men are required 
to work an excessive number of hours. Since we are accused of tak- 
ing an interest in politics, I will say if the gentleman were here I 
would like to wish him good luck political^. 

Mr. Gilbert. I think I am the gentleman. 

Mr. Fuller. Yes; you are. I want to say, brother, that I do wish 
you good luck politically, and I do not know what your politics are. 

Mr. Gilbert. I thought you could tell by looking at a man. 

Mr. Fuller. Because the time mav come when I will be looking 
for such friends as you. I will be glad to take your hand and join 
common interest with you. 

Mr. Gilbert. What would be a proper number of hours in your 
line of business ? 

Mr. Fuller. Well, eight hours would not be a bit too short if we 
could get it down to that successfully, but it is a question that has to 
be handled in the proper way. I want to explain that. The testimony 
I gave on this subject several years ago has been taken advantage of 
by the opposition. They have said a representative of the railroad 
employees came in here and showed the inconsistency of the application 
of sucn a law to railroads, and used it as an argument against this bill. 
They failed to say that I made a comparison between the application 
of this law to a railroad and the building of a ship. 1 presume there 
is no member of the committee who lives bevond the desert of New 
Mexico and Arizona. If there is, I do not think he would want to be 
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tied up in that desert on a passenger train just because the men who 
manned the train quit when their eight hours happened to be up, and 
there were no others there to take their places. 

You can see a great difference between that and a lot of employees 
working upon a ship for a contractor who has contracted with the 
Government to build it, all of the employees living right in the same 
town, and when one man quits another one is there ready to take his 
place, and there is a set time at which he shall do so. You will see a 
vast difference in the two cases. 

And, too, one of our great arguments for a shorter workday is that 
it would give the man more time at home with his family. Supposing, 
for instance, a train has been delayed and they are out on the road ana 
they get within a few miles of home and their eight hours are up. It 
would not be reasonable or right to tie those men up when they were 
within a few miles of their homes. These are contingencies which 
will have to be met. I do not admit that they can not be met. I 
believe they can; but maybe not all at once. I will say that so far as 
telegraph operators and yard men are concerned, the eight-hour day 
can be applied to-morrow, and just as successfully as it could be to the 
employees of a shipbuilding concern. 

Mr.* Gilbert. Suppose you take a through train from New York 
to Mexico; what is the practice now? One engineer runs to a certain 
city and there he retires and another man takes his place, I suppose. 

Mr. Fuller. Yes, that is true; they run a certain number of miles, 
some of them as high as 200 miles. As a rule the train crew run 
farther than the engineer and fireman, for the reason that the engine 
has to be recoaled and looked after, and they just change engines and 
crews. Instead of allowing the same engineer and firemen to get on 
another engine and get her ready, they have another engine there 
ready with an engineer and fireman. ^They simply couple it on to 
the train and away it goes. 

The difficulty, fiowever, does not come with that class of employees. 
Asa rule an employee on a passenger train does not work the excessive 
hours that a f reiglit man does. Let us take a yard here in Washing- 
ton. They can just as well have three eight-hour shifts as two twelve- 
hour shifts. The men live here in the community. They know the 
time they are to change shifts and they can report for duty; but you 
have no fresh crew to take charge of the passenger train away out on 
a prairie when the time limit is up. All of these things will have to 
be met intelligently. 

In my testimony before the Industrial Commission I showed conies 
of verdicts of coroners' juries where men had been killed, where tnej" 
had passed upon the deaths of men, and the employees upon the trains 
upon which they were killed had been worked an excessive number of 
hours. 

It is a matter of record, and if the committee desire it I will be 
glad to extract them and put them into this record. As I say, if you 
classify the accidents on railroads, and 1 believe in other industrial 
employments, you will find that most of them happen after that period 
of time when a man becomes exhausted both in mind and in body. 

I have here a clipping from the Star of the night before last, which 
shows that the telegraph, operators have made a request on the legis- 
lature of the State of Maryland for an eight-hour day. The house 
committee reported such a bill, and it passed that body unanimously. 
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On the morning of the 23d the telegraphers appeared before the 
senate committee, and, as the paper states it, the senate committee 
reported it favorably, and the paper, in commenting on it, says that 
very likely it will become a law. 

Mr. Gompers. That is in the State of Maryland, is it? 

Mr. Fuller. Yes; the State of Maryland/ I will give the clipping 
to the stenographer. 

The clipping referred to is as follows: 

[Washington Star, March 28, 1904.] 
AFTER LEGISLATION. 

Annapolis, March 22 \ 1904. 

The telegraph operators of the Baltimore and Ohio and Pennsylvania lines swooped 
down on Annapolis this morning in large numbers in support of the eight-hour law 
asked for by Delegate McComas's bill of Harford County, which passed the house 
ten days ago by unanimous vote. The bill applies to telegraph block operators, 
whose duties in the State are most responsible. 

Messrs. Babbitt, Sullivan, Wright, Marquette, Headley, Miller, Cummings, Beck, 
Sebastian, Fowler, Disney, Brown, Hurlock, Williams, and Phelps, telegraph oper- 
ators on the trunk lines, made an appeal to the senate committee, which heeded tneir 
appeal and reported the bill favorably, which seems now will be passed and become 
a law. 

Mr. Fuller. The American workman is more efficient than is the 
workman of any other country, and he is often patted upon the back 
for being so. There are planks in some of our party platforms which 
are not four years old, wnich say that the efficiency and intelligence 
of the American workman have* taken us into the foreign markets. 
Now, could Congress do anything better to show its appreciation 
of the American workman than to pass this bill, especially since labor 
has asked for it? There is not a man, capitalist or laborer, who 
is not proud of the fact that we are now able to enter the foreign mar- 
kets and outbid the labor and industry of other countries. Am I using 
too much time? 

The Acting Chairman. It depends on how many others are to be 
heard. 

Mr. Gompers. I would like to have Mr. Fuller express his views as 
briefly as he can upon the beneficial influence, it any, of the effort of 
the railroad organizations to reduce the hours of labor, and the success 
of those organizations in that regard, has had on the moral standard of 
the railroad employees? 

Mr. Fuller. I was going to touch upon that, but I was afraid of 
using too much of your time. 

As I have said, Mr. Chairman, the effort of the railroad employees 
for years has been to reduce the hours of labor, and they have oeen to 
a great degree successful. 

They can thank their organizations for that. I could show you 
statement after statement of railway officials themselves to the effect 
that these organizations have not only raised the moral standard of the 
men who go to make up their membership, but have also helped them 
in the management of their roads. 

The shortening of hours has been a blessing to the railroad employees. 
It has given them more time for thought and education, and as I have 
said, the accidents upon railroads, when properly classified, will prove 
that more of them have happened when men are working long nours 
than when they are working shorter hours. 
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That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. If there are any questions 
I will be glad to answer them. I thank you, Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen of the committee. 

Mr. Gompers. I would like to have Mr. Andrew Furuseth make a 
brief statement to the committee. 

STATEMENT OF HE. ANDREW FURUSETH, REPRESENTING THE 
SEAMEN'S ORGANIZATION. 

Mr. Furuseth. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
represent the seamen. The question has been raised here, Why are 
the seamen excluded? I think it might be necessary and proper that 
that should be told. We work twelve hours a day at sea, and more 
likely we work all the time. I will explain, as shortly as I can, the 
routine of life, and you will see from that the impossibility of dealing 
with the seaman's life in a bill such as this. 

In what we call a good vessel we are divided into two watches, one 
called the starboard watch and the other the port watch, one nominally 
under the control of the captain, but really under the control of the 
second officer, the other under the control of the first officer. The 
twent} T -four hours is divided as follows: I will begin at 8 o'clock at 
night. The starboard watch takes from 8 o'clock until 12. 

The Actikg Chairman. These are vessels at sea? 

Mr. Furuseth. Yes; I am dealing with vessels at sea. The port 
watch takes from 12 to 4 in the morning; the starboard watch from 4 
until 8; the port watch from 8 until 12; the starboard watch from 12 
until 4. Now, there are four hours remaining, and that is cut up into 
two in order that it shall not come the same road all the time. Those 
four hours are cut up into two, from 4 to 6 and from 6 to 8. They are 
called dog watches, so that it changes around for the next day. * We 
do not get the same watch, from 8 to 12, and from 12 to 4, and so on. 

That is for the usual and ordinary management of the vessel and for 
doing the usual and ordinary work that takes place, and must necessa- 
rily be done on board of a vessel. When there is any more than ordi- 
nary occasion for it — it may be the shortening of sails, or it may l>e 
the setting of sails, or it maj T be doing this or that or the other thing, 
the hundred odd things that are done aboard of a vessel for her man- 
agement — the watch below is called out, and sometimes we do not get 
the watch below that we should get, but you see that even under the 
ordinary conditions where the watches are going in their regular 
way, there is twelve hours' work. In what we call a bad vessel, the 
watches run the same way, but we do not get any watch below from 
12 o'clock in the day until 8 o'clock at night. We get no chauce to 
rest or sleep. We are kept on watch and kept at work, except for an 
hour or so, between 7 and 8. 

Then there are some vessels, particularly steamers, where they have 
what we call calashe watches, a name taken from the East Indies, "where 
we sleep whenever we can and work whenever we are called upon. 
That is not very common, and is extremely unsafe.. Even the ordi- 
nary situation is not the best that it could possibly be made, but it is 
all right. We are not making any complaint about it, and never did. 
As long as they have the necessary number of skilled men on a vessel 
to do the ordinary work, and leave the watch below to stay below and 
have the rest they should have, we have no special complaint; but if a 
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man does not get the watch below in the afternoon he does not get 
enough sleep. 

He goes on deck at 8 o'clock in the morning — or rather he is called 
out at 7, because we take our meals during our watch below — and 
works all the forenoon, all the afternoon, and then from 8 o'clock to 
12 that night," and goes below from 12 until 4. That gives us about 
three hours and a half of sleep in some twenty hours. In the sea lore 
the most dangerous time on the vessel is the watch from 4 o'clock in 
the morning until 6. Those two hours are called the graveyard watch. 
That is the time when the graveyard is open, and the accidents that 
have -caused the greatest amount of loss of life usually come at that 
time. 

1 can give you a very short instance of an experience that I had 
myself. After having been on deck in that way, I was called up in 
the ordinary way again at 4 o'clock in the morning and 1 went on the 
lookout. I was on a vessel in the Indian Ocean. I came on deck and 
walked up and down on the forecastle head, half asleep. I had to 
relieve the lookout and the lookout said, " Well, 1 have reported that 
ship." I did not really know what he had told me. 1 was not con- 
scious of what was going on. I was too sleepv; but all of a sudden 
somebody behind me, that is, down on deck, said " She is coming right 
for us," and then I woke up. I really woke up. I looked, and on 
our weather bow was a vessel coming toward us. We were going 
about 9 knots on the wind. 

She was going before the wind and coming down, right down on us 
She was running 11 or 12 knots. We were loaded with salt. W T hat 
she was loaded with we never knew. If we had gone on the way we 
were going, and she had gone on the way she was going, we would 
have been caught right between the main fore rigging — that is, a little 
forward of the midships of the vessel, and just as sure as we had 
struck each other, both vessels would have gone down. Well, the 
world would simply have known that two vessels were missing; that 
is all. The watcn that I had relieved had not gone below. The}' were 
standing looking at this vessel corning, and the mate called the skipper. 
He came out undressed, and he looked and said, "Let go the lee braces. * 

That helped to stop the speed of our vessel, you understand, and he 
sung out to me on the forecastle head to ring tne bell to call the atten- 
tion of the other vessel. Those on board of her were, to all appear- 
ance, apparently unconscious of the fact that there was anything ahead 
of them. They had been called out the same as we had been, and the 
man on the forecastle head was probabl3 r in the same condition I was 
in when I came on the forecastle head. Perhaps the officer on the 
bridge, or on the poop deck, as we call it in a sailing vessel, was in the 
same condition I was in also. So they did not see anything, and it 
was simply accident that we did. 

The man at the wheel, an old seaman, said to the captain, "Shall I 
put the wheel hard down?" The captain said: "Yes." He did put 
the wheel hard down and brought the vessel up in the wind, which 
stopped her speed, because the wind then came into her sails from 
forward instead of from aft. We were standing on the forcastle head 
when she passed right bv us and I could have taken this piece of glass 
and thrown it on her deck. The danger of collision was caused entirely 
by the lack of rest. 

I presume things are the same in other directions — that lack of rest 
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will produce the same effect; but you can see from the routine in a 
vessel that it is not possible to apply a law such as this to a vessel at 
sea. It is simply out of the question. For that reason, when the 
chairman of this committee some six years ago drafted this bill, I 
spoke with him about it and talked the matter over, and after seeing 
Mr. Fuller, he said: " We will put that exception in, not to apply to 
transportation by land or water, simply because it is inapplicable 
to the inherent condition of transportation by land and water." 

Mr. Gilbert. Why could you not have three shifts instead of two? 

Mr. Fubuseth. We have two shifts on a vessel. 

Mr. Gilbert. 1 mean to say, why could you not have three shifts 
and have each one work eight hours instead of twelve hours? 

Mr. Furuseth. You mean have four hours on deck and eight hours 
below? That is a three- watch system. That is used in the tireroom 
of a vessel, where it is simply out of the question for a man to stand 
more than four hours unless* he can get eight hours' sleep. The fire- 
men in the stokeholds have the three-watch system. On other vessels 
it would be well enough if we could get the two-watch system, but we 
do not get it. There is a bill before Congress now in which we ask to 
get it. What time it will be considered is another matter. 

Now, just one word more on the matter of the influence that the 
additional hope or lack of hope may have on men. I knew a man in 
California, over fifty j ears of age, who was roving around the world 
like sailors do. He was from Texas,and from his talk evidently he 
had a family in Texas from whom he had parted in some way or other. 
He was very much of a drunkard. He drank everything lie got hold 
of in a peculiarlv reckless wav. One day somebody — I do not know 
who it was; the Lord or somebody — sent him hope in the shape of a 
winning in the Louisiana lottery amounting to some $3,700. 

It absolutely and utterly changed the man within a week from being 
a drunkard, from being careless, not caring anything for anybody or 
anything, to an entirety different man. He changed absolutelj%*and 
within three weeks he went back to his family. There is the differ- 
ence between hope and the lack of it. 

The Acting Chairman. He became a capitalist? 

Mr. Furuseth. Well, from his point of view, perhaps. The fact of 
the matter is that we have a saying among sailors, when they get paid 
off with a couple of dollars — 44 Well, what's the use, boys: we can't 
buy a farm with this, anyhow; let's have another drink." 

The spirit of the lack of hope, the man who has given up the strug- 
gle, has been expressed by Rudvard Kipling better than by any other 
man who wrote in the English language in the " Ballad oi the Bolli- 
var." There is one verse in it that I think I can recollect: 

Seven men from all the world, 

Back to town again, 
Rolling down the Ratcliff road, 

Drunk and raising Cain; 
Seven men from out of hell, 

Went to founder, we 
Euchred God Almighty's storm, 

Bluffed the eternal sea. 
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STATEMENT OF HE. MILFOED SPOHN, CHAIRMAN OF THE LEGIS- 
LATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE CENTRAL LABOE UNION, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Spohn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 1 am chairman of the 
legislative committee of the Central Labor Union of the District of 
Columbia. I have attended the hearings that have been given by the 
committees of the House and Senate during the Fifty -fifth, tfifty- 
sixth, and Fifty-seventh Congresses, and also during this session. I 
have listened attentively to the objections that have ofeen made by the 
opponents of the eight-hour measure, and it occurs to me there has 
been a constant reiteration; that the objections made at the first hear- 
ing in the Fifty -fifth Congress have been repeated time and time again 
by the opponents of this measure. 

Not longer than fifty years ago in our country there were very few 
skilled mechanics who worked less than twelve or fifteen hours, and 
the usual day's work was from sunup to sundown. About the year 
1825, I have ascertained by reference to a volume published by the 
Department of Labor some years ago, the ship calkers and carpenters 
in New York City and along the Atlantic coast agitated the ten-hour 
day. At that time they were working from sunup to sundown, and 
strikes in these trades were of frequent occurrence. Some of these 
strikes succeeded and some failed. 

I am also informed from the same source that when these ship car- 
penters and ship calkers submitted their demand to the employers 
for a ten-hour day, a change from the system that prevailed at that 
time of working from sunup to sundown, the employers made precisely 
the same objection to the reduction of the hours at that time that the 
employers are making to-day against this measure, namely, that they 
could not conduct their business, that it would seriously interfere witn 
their business and would entail a loss upon them, if the carpenters and 
calkers who were employed in the shipyards were employed at a less 
period than from sunup to sundown. 

In 1830 several strikes occurred in Boston for ten hours. It is stated 
that some of the employers favored the ten-hour plan and expressed 
their willingness to pay their workmen by the hour and allow them to 
limit their day's work. In 1830 we therefore learn that the employers 
were at least considerably more liberal than the average employer is 
to-day who is objecting to this measure. 

In 1831 a number of machinists in Taunton, Mass., struck to secure 
permission to quit work at sundown. Their employers were requiring 
them to remain at work until 7.30 p. m. They were unsuccessful in 
the strike. The employers claimed that they could not afford to employ 
men from sunup to sundown. 

In 1832 a meeting of employers was held to consider the expediency 
of adopting the ten-hour system, but it was deemed inadvisable to do 
so. These were the employers in Boston, referred to. In 1834 a large 
strike of shipbuilders occurred at Bath, Me. It failed, for the reasou 
that the employers maintained that they could not conduct the busi- 
ness of shipbuilding upon a ten-hour basis. 

The agitation for a shorter workday at this time had so far increased 
as to force the serious attention of employers, and on May 26, 1835, 
the Schuylkill merchants in Pennsylvania combined and pledged them- 



412 EIGHT HOURS FOR LABORER8 ON GOVERNMENT WORK. 

selves not to employ laborers unless they would agree to work by the 
day and from sunrise to sunset, with an allowance of one hour to 
breakfast and one hour to dinner until June 1, and from that date one 
hour to breakfast and two hours to dinner, and not to give them as a 
wage exceeding $1 a day. 

Li May, 1835, there was a strike in the Philadelphia coal j r ards for 
a ten-hour day. This was because of the proposition of the employers 
that the laborers work from sunrise to sunset, with an intermission of 
three hours, the wwkingmen to designate the hours of intermission. 

On June 3, in the year 1835, there was a demonstration of a number 
of trade organizations in Philadelphia for a reduction of hours. At 
the head of the procession was borne a large banner bearing the motto 
4 'From 6 to 6. They marched to the statehouse yard and were 
addressed by a number of labor leaders, after which tfie city resolved 
that the hours of labor of the city employees should be from 6 to 6, 
giving them an hour for breakfast and an hour for dinner. In June 
of the same year the employees of C. Cornelius & Sons, lamp and 
chandelier manufacturers of Philadelphia, and the journeymen tin- 
plate and sheet-iron workers made a demand for a ten-hour Hay. 

It is pleasing to note, Mr. Chairman, that after hearing^ the objec- 
tions that have been made by those who have opposed this measure, 
this firm in Philadelphia in 1835 conceded the demand of the men and 
said that it was their candid impression that if a man worked ten hours 
in a day it was all sufficient, particularly during the summer season. 
It appears that the ten-hour day became at this time rather general in 

Private shipyards. The workmen engaged in shipbuilding in the 
hiladelphia shipvards in January, 1835, petitioned the Secretary of 
the Navy for a reduction to ten hours, as given by the owners or pro- 
prietors in private shipvards. This request was granted. This, 1 
believe, is the first recorded instance in which the Government of the 
United States reduced the hours of men employed directly by the 
Government. 

Mr. Gilbert. When was that? 

Mr. Spohn. This was in 1835. I think it was during the adminis- 
tration of President Jackson, if I mistake not. 

Mr. Davenport. During the administration of Martin Van Buren, 
was it not? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes; Van Buren. 

Mr. Spohn. In September, 1845. the operatives in five cotton mills 
in Allegheny, Pa., went on strike for a ten-hour day. They were 
unsuccessful, and a month afterwards returned to work, understanding 
that agitation for the reduced day should continue and the operators 
agreed that they would accede to their demands when the same had 
been complied with by other manufacturers engaged in similar business 
in the country. 

In 1847 the shipbuilders of Bath, Me., entered into a compact to 
break down the ten-hour sj^stem. They bound themselves under 
heavy penalties to insist on the old hours, from sunup to sundown. 
When the short days of winter had passed, the employers demanded 
that the men should work from sun to sun. The reasons given were 
that they could not conduct their yards under any other basis than a 
sun-to-sun basis, just as these gentlemen have contended here that they 
can not conduct their business under a shorter basis than ten hours. 
This strike continued for several weeks. Finally, lashed by public 
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opinion, the employers became ashamed of themselves, and they let 
up in the fight against their employees, who continued to work ten 
hours. Some of the representatives from shipyards in Maine have 
been in attendance upon these hearings, and 1 fiave heard those gen- 
tlemen contend that they could not conduct their business if this bill 
is passed, because it requires longer hours than eight in a shipvard. 

Nearly half a century ago, when the men in the shipyards were 
required to work from sunup to sundown, and before the day of ten hours 
was established, the basis upon which these very gentlemen have been 
working in the shipyards for quite a number of years — and they are 
very well satisfied with it and have conducted their business properly 
upon that basis — it was maintained that ten hours would drive them 
out of business, just as these gentlemen are maintaining that eight 
hours will drive them outof business; that they can not conduct their 
business on an eight-hour basis. 

In 1848 the Pennsylvania legislature passed a law limiting the 
hours of labor to ten in all cotton, woolen, silk, paper bagging, and 
flax factories. Notwithstanding this fact, the employers in these 
establishments refused to regard the law. They continued to operate 
their factories upon a long-hour basis. The result of it was that the 
emplovees in a number of these factories, in July of that year, in and 
around Philadelphia went on a strike to enforce the law. 

The proprietors declared their inability to accept the system. Then 
they made the claim that they could not conduct their business on a 
ten-hour basis; that they would all have to go out of business and go 
into bankruptcy, just as the gentlemen have stated in all the hearings 
before the committee upon this measure. Some establishments shut 
down, others reduced the wages, and a few accepted the inevitable 
and placed their factories on a ten-hour basis. The result of this 
legislation upon the part of the legislature of Pennsylvania culminated 
in the stoppage of seven factories in Allegheny City, Pa. Two thou- 
sand of the employees went out on strike, and this strike lasted until 
the August of that year, when they resumed work on a ten-hour basis 
with a reduction of 16 per cent. 

In 1853, bringing us to a late date, ten hours was generally the 
limit of a workday with most of the trades, particularly the building 
trades, and ten hours continued as the limit of a day's labor until 
1865. There was a strike in Southbridge and other mills of eastern 
Massachusetts in that year for a shortening of the workday, upon the 
part of the factory employees in that locality, from thirteen hours to 
eleven. They finally, after a long strike, succeeded in forcing the 
change. 

In April, 1866, the ship carpenters of Green Point, Long Island, 
struck for an eight-hour day. This is the only authentic record we 
have of the first effort ever made by the workingmen in this country 
for the eight-hour day; for you will understand tnat at this time, par- 
ticularly in the large business centers and with skilled trades, the ten 
hours had been generally secured. 

Then commenced the agitation for the eight-hour dav. The move- 
ment extended to other trades. The result of this strike, however, is 
not recorded. In 1868 the spinners of New Bedford, Mass., went out 
on strike for ten hours, and after a bitter conflict of ten weeks they 
were unsuccessful. 

Mr. Gilbert. Was that for ten hours or eight hours? 
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Mr. Spohn. For ten hours. During 1868 the legislature of Penn- 
sylvania passed an eight-hour law. Pennsylvania has the honor of 
having passed the first eight-hour law in our country. This law pro- 
vided it should go into effect on July 1 of that vear. 

The Acting Chairman. What year was that? 

Mr. Spohn. 1868. The law was not heeded by the employers in the 
State of Pennsylvania, just as previously the ten-hour law to which I 
have referred was not heeded by the employers of the State, and agita- 
tion commenced for the application of that act. It began in Mahoning 
Valley, and 20,000 miners quit work to enforce the law. The mines were 
closed for quite a period. The final result, it is stated in the authority 
I am quoting, is not known; but we know that the miners have gen- 
erally worked eight hours in the State of Pennsylvania. 

In March, 1872, 1,000 members of the building trades in New York 
City went on strike for the eight-hour day. 

"The Acting Chairman. What became of that Pennsylvania statute! 
Is that in force yet? 

Mr. Spohn. i presume so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. # I would inquire whether it is anything more than 
saying that eight hours should constitute a day's work ? 

Mr. Spohn. That is all; it is not of any more effect, and there is 
nothing more of real substance in the act "to which I have referred 
than there was in the eight-hour act of Congress of 1868, the same 
year. It was simply mandatory. 

Mr. Davenport. All that legislation that was passed in 1868 is that 
eight hours shall constitute a day's work; not anything to prohibit a 
man working more than eight hours if he wanted to. 

Mr. Spohn. No; but why did these men strike? Because they 
wanted to work eight hours. 

The Acting Chairman. They can do that without the law. 

Mr. Spohn. Certainly, they can do that without a law, and they 
have done so. I am simply quoting now a faot of history, that as late 
as 1872, 100,000 men of the building trades of the city of New York 
went on strike for eight hours. Previous to that, for quite a number 
of years, they had been working ten hours. They had secured ten 
hours, not by virtue of the law of the State of New York, but simply 
because they absolutely refused to work longer than ten hours. The 
struggle continued during the period of three months, and they were 
in the main finally successful. 

This brings me up to my personal experience in the matter, which I 
will state in just a few words in conclusion. 

I belong to the building trades. I am a bricklayer. 1 have spent 
the larger portion of my life on the wall as a mechanic. Two years 
after the strike of 100,000 men of the building-trades men of the city 
of New York for the eight-hour day — that is, in 1874 — I was a mem- 
ber of an organization of bricklayers in the city of Washington, work- 
ing ten hours. We became dissatisfied with the ten-hour system and 
demanded an eight-hour day. The bosses stoutly resisted the demand. 
I met them in conference frequently, and thev told us this: " Boys, we 
can not concede to you an eignt-hour day. \Vhy, it would drive us out 
of business. We could not conduct business on an eight-hour basis. 
Why, we have time contracts. We are under forfeiture to complete 
a contract at a certain time, under penalty of $5 or $10 or $20 a day, 
as the case may be; and if we would concede to you this eight-hour 
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day we could not complete the contract in the time." This was under 
conditions, too, in which these contracts had been entered into on the 
ten-hour basis. We said to them: " Well, could you not put a few 
more men on; let a few more men work? " They said: "On, no; we 
can not do that, because you boys know that on just so much length 
of wall there can only so many men be at work, and we can not put 
any more men on." Now, that was the terrible condition in which 
these men were? Notwithstanding the fact we insisted on the eight- 
hour day because we believed that they could run their business just 
as well upon an eight-hour basis as upon a ten-hour basis; but we did 
did not succeed. 

In 1886 we made another attempt. The matter was compromised 
by their agreeing with us upon a nine-hour day, paying us the wages 
that we bad been receiving for ten hours. This continued until 1891, 
when, without any difficulty, we obtained from the employers the 
demand that we had submitted to them for an eight-hour day, and 
since 1891 they have been working on an eight-hour basis, and I have 
talked with many of those employers who, in 1874, maintained that 
they would be driven out of business if the hours were reduced from 
ten' to eight, who tell me to-day, and 1 know it to be a fact, that upon 
an average as much work is done per man, and better work, than was 
done under the ten-hour system, and thej r are satisfied with it. 

It is a fact that none of them were driven to the wall; none of them 
were driven into bankruptcy. The misfortunes that they anticipated 
would result from the short workday have never materialized, and 1 
venture the assertion that the employers in this city to-day would not 
agree to return to the ten-hour basis. 

As a result of all this driving during all these j r ears, you gentlemen 
will understand that 85 per cent of the members of my craft are work- 
ing eight hours, and not one is working in excess of nine hours; and I 
believe that I speak truthfully when 1 state approximately that in the 
building trades particularly 90 per cent of those employed in the 
business centers of our country are to-day working eight hours. 

Now, a few more words, Mr. Chairman. It has been stated, and 
I heard it frequently stated bv the gentlemen who oppose this meas- 
ure, that the w T orking people do not want eight hours. The only data 
that is reliable in this matter, which the Department of Labor has 
been able to collect, is in the report published by the Department of 
Labor of the strikes from 1881 to 1894, and giving the cause of those 
strikes. 

We find that in that period there were strikes — and this does not 
include the small insignificant strikes of, say, a day or two, or some- 
thing of that kind, but these strikes were of some prominence — in 
28,154 establishments for the shorter workday. 

Of these strikes, to show you the persistency of the men, to con- 
vince you of the desire for the shorter workday against the longer 
workday — and remember that ten hours at that time was the general 
workday — 62.49 per cent succeeded, 21.8 per cent partially succeeded, 
and 16.43 per cent failed; and in connection with some other questions 
or matters that were involved in the strike troubles, but mainly that 
for the reduction of wages, there were also a number of strikes, of 
which 49.43 per cent were successful, 8.66 per cent were partially 
successful, and 54.32 per cent failed. 

Gentlemen, you will understand that from this record that when 
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gentlemen who oppose this measure come before you and tell you that 
the working people of this country do not want a reduced dav, that 
they do not want eight hours, the facts are here that during all those 
years since 1825 up to the present time the workingmen of this 
country have been agitating the question of the general reduction of 
the hours of labor and have gone upon strike after strike, and have 
suffered privation and hardship to obtain the shorter workday. The 
very fact of history denies the assertion made by these gentlemen that 
the working people of this country do not want a shorter workday. In 
my experience in my own trade, my craft, and I have had occasion to 
go as far as New York, and Milwaukee, Wis., associating with others 
of the building trades of this country, 1 have never found a man 
belonging to the building trades who did not desire eight hours as the 
limit of the day's work. 

The Acting Chairman. With a desire for a proportional reduction 
of pay? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir; in many cases they have made the demand, 
and when it was apparent to them that they could not succeed in secur- 
ing the shorter workday on the wage basis of ten hours or nine hours, 
they have voluntarily reduced their wages. My union did it in the 
city of Washington in the year 1891. We reduced our wages 50 cents 
a dav to secure the eight hours. It is not a question of wages with 
the intelligent working people of this country. 

The Acting Chairman. Did you afterwards get back the 50 cents* 

Mr. Spohn. Yes; that is what the employer knows will happen. 
There .was a time when the demand for the reduction of the hours to 
eight always carried along with it the demand that the wages be paid 
upon the basis of ten hours if they had been formerly working ten 
hours, or upon the basis of nine, if they had been formerly working 
nine. 

Mr. Gilbert. Do you not think that since, after all these years of 
agitation, you finally succeeded in establishing the eight-hour system, 
the question ought to cease so far as the length of hours is concerned \ 

Mr. Spohn. No; that is in the future. 

Mr. Gilbert. Ought a laboring man to be insisting upon less than 
eight hours? You find the doctors and lawyers and merchants and the 
employers willing to work eight hours. The workingman will stop at 
that, will he not i 

Mr. Spohn. I was going to state that depends on the conditions of 
the future. We are a progressive people. We are marching upward 
and onward. Improvements are introduced into the industrial field. 
Labor-saving machinery is introduced and men are displaced. A 
machine may be introduced that will displace hundreds of thousands 
of men or women. They must live. God knows they must live. 
Now, if in the introduction of labor-saving machinery and the improved 
appliances of production, that time arrives when there is a single 
man or woman under the jurisdiction of our flag who is willing and 
able to work and there is no opportunity for him or her to work 
because there are too many employed under a condition of eight 
hours, then I want the hours reduced until they are fully employed. 

That time may come. I have no doubt it will. I Hope it will. 
I hope we will become so far civilized and advanced as that no working 
man or woman in this country will ever be required to work longer 
than four hours a day to satisfy all wants and all desires. 
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Mr. Gilbert. I am afraid that is a Utopian dream. 

Mr. Spohn. No, sir; I say that is my hope. 

Mr. Gilbert. What will become of the poor lawyers and doctors 
and members of Congress that have to work twice that length of time? 

Mr. Spohn. There are enough lawyers in the country so that if the 
law business was divided up among them it would not be necessary for 
any one of them to be employed more than fifteen minutes in the twenty- 
four hours, and I believe it would be better if they were not employed 
at all. 

Mr. Davenport. Will the gentleman allow a question or two? 

Mr. Spohn. Oh, yes; certainly. 

Mr. Davenport. The first question I would like to ask is, From what 
authority did you quote those interesting facts? 

Mr. Spohn. I took them, sir, from the two volumes issued by the 
Department of Labor of the United States. 

Mr. Davenport. That is all I wanted to know in regard to that. I 
wanted it for my own information. 

Mr. Goebel. He stated that at the beginning, Mr. Davenport. 

Mr. Davenport. Does the gentleman say that the members of the 
building trades in this country are in favor of a day of eight hours, 
without any privilege on the part of the workmen or the employer to 
have overtime, if they desire it? 1 ask you the question. Can you 
answer it yes or no ? 

Mr. Spohn. Repeat your question again, please. 

Mr. Davenport. 1 will ask the stenographer to read the question. 

(The stenographer read as follows): 

Mr. Davenport. Does the gentleman say that the members of the building tradtw 
in this country are in favor of a day of eight hoarn, without any privilege on the 
part of the workmen or employer to have overtime, if they desire it? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir; most positively, I say it. 

Mr. Davenport. I then inquire, if he is an officer in the building- 
trades organization? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir; I am the secretary of a local organization here. 

Mr. Davenport. Will you inform the committee whether it is not 
a fact that in all the agreements that they make with employers 
throughout this country they make provision for working overtime, 
recognizing the necessity under certain conditions of working over- 
time, and having the privilege of doing so? 

Mr. Gomper8. That is scarcely a question. 

Mr. Spohn. I will answer the question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gompers. I submit that is scarcely a question. 

Mr. Davenport. The witness has no trouble in understanding it. 

Mr. Sohulteis. I hope the gentleman will answer that question. 

The Acting Chairman. Of course it is evident that it is more of a 
statement than a question, but if the gentleman chooses to answer it 
he can. 

Mr. Spohn. Certainly. I will state that the national law of my 
organization makes it obligatory upon every local organization allied 
with the national body to insert in every contract entered into with 
the employer that eight hours shall constitute a day's work, and that 
no overtime shall be permitted unless in raw of an extraordinary 
emergency, and the organizations decide what that extraordinary 
emergency is. 

Mr. Gompers. May I ask a question at this juncture? 

E H 27 
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The Acting Chairman. Certainly. 

Mr. Gompers. When the overtime is provided for in the agree- 
ments between your organization and the employers, is not extra pay- 
ment required? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir; 50 per cent more. 

Mr. Gompers. And is not that intended to prevent, or in other 
words, to penalize, the overtime ? 

Mr. Spohn. Undoubted^; and besides that, I will inform the gen- 
tleman that so far as my organization is concerned — and there are 
60,000 allied with our organization in the United States — we even pro- 
vide for limiting the overtime work. In other words, if a contractor 
wants to work his men twelve hours in the twenty-four he has to get 
another set of men to do the four hours' work. The men who have 
worked eight hours must quit. 

Mr. Davenport. Has the gentleman ever examined the reports of 
the Industrial Commission? 

Mr. Spohn. Oh, yes; I was before the Commission. 

Mr. Davenport. Has he examined the conditions and provisions in 
the several agreements contained therein? 

Mr. Spohn. Oh, yes; I know something about the agreements. 

Mr. Davenport. Is it not a fact that all those agreements that are 
set forth there provide for overtime? 

Mr. Spohn. I es; with time and half time, and some of them double 
time. 

Mr. Davenport. Certainly; there is no question about that. Now 
1 ask this question: If the object of charging extra pay for overtime 
is to penalize and the position of your organization is that overtime is 
such a bad thing, why is it that they do not prohibit overtime? Why 
is it they come to the Government and ask them to do that which no 
organization except one, I believe, in this country had provided £ 
Wny is it, if you want this thing done for the sake of others, that you 
do not set the example of doing it in your own organization instead of 
expressly providing for overtime? 

Mr. Spohn. So far as my organization is concerned, we will only 
permit overtime in case of extraordinary emergencies, and the man 
who is called the shop steward, a member of the organization, is to be 
the judge of whether it is a case of an emergency or not. I think that 
is getting it down pretty line, is it not? If it is an emergency case we 
require trie employer to pay time and half time. I have seen contracts 
of other trades, and they aire all similar, so far as that is concerned. 
Some of them even go so far as to demand double time for overtime, 
but all of them require time and a half for overtime. 

Mr. Gompers. Since your organization has secured the eight-hour 
day and penalized overtime, do you find a proportional increase or 
decrease on the part of the employer for overtime on the part of 
workmen ? 

Mr. Schulteis. It has almost wiped out overtime. 

Mr. Spohn. There is no overtime at all? 

Mr. Schulteis. There is nobody who cares to pay time and half 
time for overtime. 

Mr. Spohn. No. The membership of my union in this city is 800, 
and I will venture the assertion, and I am in a position to know, that 
of the 800 during a period of one year there is not ten hours' overtime 
worked by the whole aggregate membership. 
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Mr. Gompers. Are the rnembers of your organization asked by the 
employers now to work overtime? 

Mr. Spohn. Well, cases have occurred where an employer has 
come to some of the members and said: u Here, I am under contract 
to get this up one story, and I can not draw money until it is a storv 
hign. There is only a couple of hours' work." They have replied.: 
4 * Oh, no; we will not do it," and they have refused to do it. I know 
one instance that occurred about a year ago in which two men did, and 
they worked about two hours at the rate of $1.12 each of them, and 
the organization fined each of them $5. 

The Acting Chairman. What do you call cases of emergency 1 

Mr. Spohn. Cases of emergency are to secure a wall, you understand, 
that is in a condition that will endanger life or property or entail loss 
upon someone. 

The Acting Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Spohn. That is reasonable. 

Mr. Gompers. I would like to ask Mr. Spohn another question, if I 
mav be permitted. 

Hie Acting Chairman. Certainly. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Spohn, 1 anf advised that at a meeting before 
this committee it was stated that bricklayers limit the number of bricks 
that a bricklayer is permitted to lay during the course of a day's work. 

Will you please make a statement in regard to whether it is true, or 
whether there is any classification among the bricklayers who receive 
any compensation because of their ability to perform the laying of 
a certain number of bricks, and those who lay another number of 
bricks? You may state in regard to that question. 

Mr. Spohn. W ell, so far as the rules of our organization are con- 
cerned, there is absolutelv no limit placed upon the output of a work- 
man during the hours, the wages in this city are $4.50 for an eight- 
hour day. That is the minimum. During every season for years 
men who are capable and expert in the construction of front work 
always receive an advance of 50 cents a day over the minimum rate of 
wages, and some of them more. 

This is not given as an incentive for a man to do more work. It is 
simply because of his efficiency, his ability over and above that of the 
average workman. Some who are receiving the same wages will lay, 
we will say, as high as 10 per cent more brick, perhaps, during tne 
eight hours than another will. There are some who are called rushers, 
and it is- said that they are the fellows who lay brick with both hands 
and both feet. I believe upon a cheap, shoddy construction, these 
men are paid by the employer about 50 cents in advance of the mini- 
mum rate of wages to kick them in with both bands and both feet. 

That is an inducement for them not to work overtime, but to exhaust 
themselves, to wear themselves out; and such a workman as that. I 
will say, is generally in bad repute in my organization, and I believe 
he is in all organizations, just as much so as a man who is desirous of 
working overtime because he can make 10 or 15 cents extra in a day. 
Neither one of them is held in very high regard. They are men who 
have no independence, and we generally feel that if a man can be 
bought for a few cents to work overtime and overtax himself he is 
not a very substantial fellow to tie to. 

Mr. Spalding. Mr. Gompers asked you to state whether your organ- 
ization placed any limit on the number of brick the members laid in 
a day. 
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Mr. Spoiin. No, sir; they do not. 

Mr. Spalding. Did 1 understand you to answer that? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes; I answered it. 

Mr. Spalding. It does not? 

Mr. Spohn. No, sir. 

Mr. Spalding. Does it fix any number of brick as a standard for a 
dav's work ? 

Mr. Spohn. No, sir; not here or anywhere. 

Mr. Spalding. Then a workman is at liberty to lay as many brick 
as he sees lit? 

Mr. Spohn. Certainly. 

Mr. Spalding. In the line of his ability? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Spalding. For a day's pay, provided he does not take more 
than eight hours to do it? 

Mr. Spohn. Yes, sir; and when, in those eight hours, his wages 
advance beyond the minimum, it is because of his efficiency as a work- 
man and his ability to lay a larger number of brick than some one 
else who only lays the minimum. 

Mr. Spalding. You fix no advance in wages where he does lay over 
a given number. 

Mr. Spohn. No, sir; it is a matter between himself and his employer. 

Mr. Spalding. Do 3 7 our organizations anywhere in the country, so 
far as you know, fix any age limit for apprentices? 

Mr. Spohn. Mine does not. But a short while ago there was a man, 
who said that he was about 35 years of age, applied to be assigned as 
an apprentice, and 1 believe he was. Whoever the boy or man may 
be, we require him to serve an apprenticeship of four years, and he 
has to be vouched for at the expiration of that period as being a com- 
petent mechanic before he can belong to the organization. 

Mr. Spalding. But you do not provide that no one who is more than 
15 or 16 or 20, or any other number of years, shall not commence his 
service as an apprentice? 

Mr. Spohn. No, sir. 

The Acting Chairman. Are there any other gentlemen who desire 
to be heard ? 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Nelson will make a statement. 

The Acting Chairman. As our time is limited, if any gentleman 
desires to write out a statement to put in the record there will be no 
objection to it. 

STATEMENT OF MS. CHARLES L. NELSON, MEMBES OF THE LEG- 
ISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE AMESIGAN FEDERATION OF 
LABOR. 

Mr. Nelson. My name is Charles L. Nelson, and I am a member 
of the legislative committee of the American Federation of Labor. 
The Acting Chairman. Where is your residence, Mr. Nelson? 
Mr. Nelson. In New York City. I would state, Mr. Chairman and 

fentlemen, that I believe all of the principal points have been covered 
y the previous speakers, and are thoroughly understood by the com- 
mittee, inasmuch as the matter of the eight-hour question has been 
before the Committee on Labor for the last few sessions. I will merely 
confine myself to the particular trade which I follow. I am a practi- 
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cal electrician by occupation, and I belong to the Electrical Workers. 
1 have followed that industry for the last twenty -two years. I started, 
as the saying is, in the electrical industry from the bottom of the lad- 
der — digging holes, setting poles, carrying the reel, and such work as 
pertains to what is known as a ground man. 

I then went a step higher, in the way of a knowledge of climbing 
poles with the spurs. That elevated my salary $5 a month. From 
that I drifted on to what is called an office man—setting up instruments 
and wiring telegraph offices. This was in the telegraph service. 
When the telephone service became a necessary part of the facilities 
of the country I turned from the telegraph work into the telephone 
service and from the telephone into electric lighting. 1 have been 
following electric lighting in all its different capacities for the last 
fourteen years. 

I might state that there was no organization during my earlier 
period in the electrical line, and we worked an untold number of hours. 
When I first started in New York City, about fourteen years ago, in the 
electric-lighting industry, we worked ten hours a day at from $1.75 to 
$2 a day. Through organization, and in no other way, we reduced 
that number 6f hours from time to time until to-day, not alone in New 
York City, but almost universally in the electrical industry all over 
the country, we have an eight-hour system. A journeyman electrician 
to-day receives $4 for eight hours' work. That is almost a universal 
wage throughout the country in the electrical industry. I may say 
that in a few of the far western States we have not succeeded up to 
the present time in getting thoroughly organized. The men work nine 
hours a day — no longer. 

1 remember in New York City when we first made the demand for 
the shorter workday we were met with the same difficulties by our 
employers as other "trades have met throughout the country. They 
simply took the stand that they would have to go out of business; 
that they could not continue in business if they reduced the number 
of hours. We did not ask for more wages at the time. Our object 
was to get our hours reduced and to say nothing in regard to wages. 
We succeeded in getting a nine-hour day. Then we gradually came 
down to where it was necessary to compete with the other trades in 
the building line, namely, eight hours. 

We certainly had a few hard struggles in trying to secure it, and at 
several periods of the time we were unsuccessful; but as the saying is, 
after we got our second wind, we would tackle it again. Finally, after 
considerable hard work and agitation, we got the eight hours estab- 
lished, and I believe I am safe in saying that there is not an electrical 
contractor in New York City to-day who would want to go back to the 
ten -hour system. 

If our electrical contractors in New York City have a job out of the 
city, say 8, 10, 15, or 20 miles, they do not ask the electrical workers 
to leave New York City until 8 o'clock, and they allow them to quit 
their jobs in their respective places and get back to New York City at 
5 o'clock. Those are the arrangements we have. 

They take the stand that when a man is working eight hours it is 
more beneficial to them. They can get better work. The men are 
physically better able to perform their duties, and we do not have any 
trouble at all with our employers ever since we have got down to the 
basis of the eight-hour system. 
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In the organization of which 1 am a member in New York City 
to-day, we have in the neighborhood of 2,500 electricians. We have 
practically about all the skilled mechanics in that line in our organiza- 
tion. 

Mr. Spalding. Mr Nelson, does that organization permit your 
members to work more than eight hours a day if they want to and 
their employers desire it? 

Mr. Nelson. Yes, sir; but we require double time for every t hour 
that we work over the eight hours. Of course it is in a case of emer- 
gency, as has been explained. For example, we often go into build- 
ings to rewire them, we will sa}\ For example, take this room, which 
is being occupied all through the day, one day after another, and it 
would be impossible to take that fixture down, we will say, and rewire 
it and put it back. That would have to be done while the committee 
are not in session — in the nighttime or on Sunday, probably. We 
often go into offices in the city or hotels and such places where it is 
impossible to do the work while other business is going on. 

We consider that a case of emergency, because the work has got to 
be done, and it can not be done while the occupants of the place are 
in business; but in all cases we demand double time. 

We also have all our national holidays. We demand double time for 
all such work as that if we are compelled to work. We would rather 
not do it, but in every case where we work any overtime in excess of 
eight hours it is double time. 

I do not know that I can add any more, Mr. Chairman. I thank 
you very much for your attention. 

STATEMENT OF MS. HERMAN J. SCHTJLTEIS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, KNIGHTS OF LABOR. 

Mr. Schulteis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: 
The organization which has given me credentials to appear before you 
in advocacy of further "eight-hour" legislation, has nad its represent- 
atives before Congressional committees since 1868. We supposed 
then that the act of June 25, 1868, would secure the eight-hour work- 
day for us on all work done by or on behalf of the Government of the 
United States, as is required by that law in letter and spirit. But, 
unfortunately, there have been executive officers in charge at various 
times and places in the navy-yards, arsenals, on Government build- 
ings, and other public works who were hostile to the principle 
embodied in the law, and on that account were so bold as to flagrantly 
violate, not alone their oaths of office, but the positive enactments of 
the Congress. 

They set up "men of straw," hypothetical cases, ingenuously 
worded, in order to get a narrow construction of the law from the 
courts, and still narrower opinions from the Attorneys-General, giving 
to these mere opinions a weight greater than the decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States; greater than the plain intent of 
Congress, and overriding even the proclamations of the President of 
the United States, made by President Grant on May 19, 1869, and 
May 11, 1872, respectively. To meet this positive disregard of the 
law we have appeared from time to time to urge amendments and 
penalties which would compel the enforcement of the law by unfriendly 
executive officials. 
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We appeared before the O'Neil committee, the McGann, the Wade, 
the Buchanan, the Blair, the Kyle, the Gardner, and the McComas 
committees, all with the same object in view, to perfect the eight-hour 
law and stop the violations of it. 

In this instance, as was the case in the last Congress, we seek to 
enlarge its scope so as to include the Territories, provide additional 
penalties and inspectors, and to make the law automatic by a provision 
m the contracts, rather than to compel the individual laborer to resort 
to the courts for his rights under the law. No new principle is 
involved, and all questions of personal and natural rights are avoided, 
and every feature of the law has been declared to be constitutional by 
the Supreme Court of the United States. (U. S. District Court v. San 
Francisco Bridge Co., 88 Fed. Rep., p 891.) This case was appealed 
to the Supreme Court of the United States, and was dismissed by that 
tribunal, thus upholding the decision of the district court as to the 
validity of the act of August 1, 1892. (27 Stat. L., 340.) 

It appeared a contractor was under indictment for a violation of the 
act of 1892, the specification being that he had required or permitted 
laborers, workmen, or mechanics in his employ to work in excess of 
eight hours in one calendar day upon public work of the United States. 
The court held that the act of August 1, 1892, made it unlawful for 
contractors on public works to require or permit laborers to work 
more than eight hours in any one calendar day; that wrongful intent 
of the contractor was an essential ingredient of the offense, and must 
be charged in an indictment or information. An allegation in an 
information that the defendant, as a contracter on public works, 
required laborers to work more than eight hours in a calendar day 
necessarily implied that the act was done intentionally, and furnished 
sufficient ground for a conviction. 

The court said (pp. 894, 895): 

Has Congress the power to prescribe the terms and conditions under which labor 
shall be performed in the construction of public works of the United States, and 
without reference to the fact whether such public works are or are not upon land 
over which the National Government exercises exclusive political jurisdiction? 

I entertain no doubt of the authority of Congress in this respect. Public works 
are instrumentalities for the execution of the powers of the Government. In the 
construction of its public works the United States exercises a power which belongs 
to it as a sovereign nation, and as a necessary incident of its sovereignty has the 
right to legislate in regard to all matters relating to the construction of such works, 
including the number of hours which shall constitute a day's labor for those 
employed thereon. Laws have been passed limiting the hours for the labor of 
letter carriers in any one day (25 Stat. L., 157), and for those employed in the navy- 
yards of the United States* (12 Stat. L., 587), and for all laborers and mechanics 
employed " by or on behalf of the Government of the United States' ' (15 Stat. L., 77), 
ana the power of Congress to pass such laws has never been seriously questioned. 

In my opinion, Congress may also provide that laborers upon public works of 
United States, whether employed direct.lv by the Government or by public con- 
tractor, shall not be required or permitted to work more than eight hours any one 
day, and mav compel obedience to such a law by providing that its violation shall 
be considered an offense against the United States and be punishable as such. 

The court then considered the constitutional right of the United 
States to enforce the law, in view of the fact that the State of Cali- 
fornia had political jurisdiction over the land on which the work was 
done. It was held that this did not deprive Congress of the right to 
regulate in every respect the manner in w T hich the contract should be 
performed. 

I refer to the citations made by the wise Mr. Solomon and the 
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learned Mr. Davenport in their great arguments against the constitu- 
tionality of the proposed eight-hour law and submit that they establish 
its constitutionality beyond a doubt. Heretofore no lawyer ever 
denied the right of the Government to make and to enforce such con- 
tracts, nor was it ever seriously contended that it fell without the 
police power of the State or nation to enact such legislation. From a 
judicial standpoint, the arguments and the cases cited bj r the Parry 
Association counsel are parricidal to their cause, and on account of the 
novelty of their contention I will ask you, for the purpose of illustrat- 
ing the wide gulf between sense and nonsense, to place in juxtaposition 
an opinion, written by the learned chairman of this committee on the 
subject as treated in H. R. 7389, 55th Cong., and H. R. 6882, 56th 
Cong., both of which bills had additional salutary features, which for 
some unexplained reason have been omitted from the bill H. R. 4064, 
which for another unexplained reason has been selected for considera- 
tion instead of H. R. 33, Mr. Sulzers bill, which was the first eight- 
hour bill introduced this session and has not near so many exceptions, 
and is therefore a much better bill than the "Hitt" bill. 

THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE EIGHT-HOUR BILL. 

The bill (H. R. 7£80) is in the nature of instructions by the Govern- 
ment to its agents. The first section prescribes the object of those 
instructions. The second section directs the agents of the Government 
to insert certain provisions into contracts to which the Government is 
a party, and to enforce such provisions by withholding the amount 
stipulated for the violation of them from the amount due the con- 
tractor, and forbids the remission of these penalties, except as therein 
specified. The third section provides for the criminal punishment 
of officers and agents of the Government who willfully violate these 
instructions. The intent to provide punishment for those represent- 
ing the Government who willfully violate these instructions of the 
Government influenced the form of the first section. 

The contention is to be made that Congress has not the power to enact these pro- 
visions and secure their enforcement, because such power is not specifically delegated 
in the Constitution, and because the United States has not jurisdiction over all the 
localities where the directions and stipulations of the act may be violated; and 
because the act invades the pardoning power of the President under the Constitution. 

The cases cited generally as sustaining the view of those who oppose the bill have 
no application whatever, for the reason that they relate to the exercise of the legis- 
lative power over individual rights of citizens, or to the jurisdiction of the General 
Government over the locus of acts with w T hich the Government had no business 
relations. 

All governments, State, national, and municipal, legislate on two classes of subjects, 
i. e., the regulation of the rights and obligations of the people under their jurisdic- 
tion and the regulation of the business affairs of the government. It has never been 
contended that that section of the Constitution which provides that "the citizens 
of each State shall be entitled to all the privileges and immunities of citizens of the 
several States" could be invoked to set aside a provision in the State law which 
made citizenship a necessary qualification to perform given work for the State or to 
become a contractor with itfor a building or materials. The absence of authorities 
on this point is explained by the simple fact that nobody has ever made the conten- 
tion. The Congress is the agent of all the people* in conducting the business matters 
of the Government, and any regulation it makes in the management of matters per- 
taining to that business is made for ali the people and is the act of all the people. 
Jurisdiction to make these regulations and for the purpose of enforcing them is 
coextensive with the field necessary to their execution. 

The Government has an inherent right to direct the manner of conducting its busi- 
ness affairs. The power to carry on government implies to the fullest extent the 
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power to regulate its business matters as "the power to declare war implies all the 
powers of sovereignty to conduct it in their fullest plenitude." 

How is the question of constitutionality to arise under the penalty provisions of 
this bill? The stipulations prescribed by it once in a contract and violated, the 
penalty is to be retained. 

How is the question of the constitutionality of the contract to be raised against 
the sovereign — a Government which can not be sued without its consent? 

It is contended that this bill will fall on the question of jurisdiction of the National 
Government. Nobody would contend against the efficacy of a stipulation in a con- 
tract between the State of New York and a citizen of Tennessee for the polishing of 
marble in Tennessee, to be delivered at Albany, like that provided for in this bill. 
If it were known that the men who polish the marble in Tennessee had been employed 
in violation of the stipulation, the penalties would be retained in the State of New 
York. By what legal process could the other party to the contract get them out? 
What would the question of the jurisdiction of the State of New York over the 
Tennessee marble yards have to do with the question? 

If this position is admitted, how does it come to pass that a purpose of the National 
Government fails for want of jurisdiction in Tennessee, when a like purpose on the 
part of a State could not be defeated for the same reason or by the same purpose? 

The Government has the right to contract for ships, guns, horses, canvas, and all 
necessary Government supplies. Where is the line to be drawn between what stip- 
ulations may be and what may not be in the contract? 

The Government employs a man to carry mail — a mail carrier — for so much per 
annum, and makes eight hours a day's work; this is admitted to be constitutional. 
It provides a punishment for a superior who orders him to work a greater number 
of hours; this power will not be denied. Suppose the carrier carries all the mail on 
the route or piece of territory. The Government contracts with A to carry all the 
mail from the station at C to the town of B and from B to the station at C, and 
stipulates that it shall be done within eight hours. If the interests of the business 
of the Government required the going and the coming should be within eight hours, 
nobody would dispute the power to make this stipulation. Those who deny the 
power of Congress to make this bill law must then rest their contention oil the 
motive of the Government in putting the stipulation in the contract. If the pro- 
vision is good if the business requires it, but bad if the business do not require it, 
how is the court to determine from the law a motive for the stipulation inserted by 
power granted in or by specific direction of a statute? 

W r hat are the legal motives which ought to move Congress in directing Govern- 
ment agents or contracting with citizens, and who shall inquire into and define them? 
Suppose this bill contained a preamble setting forth the conviction of Congress that 
all production of mechanical work were better when men were required to cease 
work at the end of eight hours. 

What court would undertake to set a law aside on the ground that Congress was 
mistaken in its reasons for enacting it? 

Again, if Congress determined that guns were better, more accurate, and there- 
fore more effective in time of war when made by men who worked but a few hours 
a day — five, six, or seven— and directed that a contract authorized to be made for 
guns should stipulate in accordance with the views stated, what court would set 
aside the direction, or that part of the contract, on the ground that the judgment of 
Congress was in error about the results? 

Or, again, suppose that the law authorized the contract and appropriated the 
money, but in the final section declared that the appropriation should be available 
only to pay for guns made by laborers who worked but seven hours a day. Is the 
court in this case to decide that Congress is mistaken and that the motive which 
moved it to the enactment of the proviso was founded in error, and therefore the 
appropriation was available independent of the proviso or that the act fell because 
of it? 

Suppose this bill was entitled "An act to secure better results under Government 
contracts by working men fewer hours." Could the courts go into the question of 
the correctness of the theory indicated by the title? 

The contention that this bill would in effect leave as available bidders for Govern- 
ment work only those who would adopt the eight-hour system in all their operations 
is of trivial importance, because that is not the intention of the bill; and if it could 
be so construed the objection is easily removed by a slight amendment. 

The contention that the bill invades the pardoning power of the President, if 
valid, would need but three words of amendment to silence it. 

It is submitted, however, that the violation of a stipulation in a contract is not a 
crime unless made so by legislation, and this act provides no prosecution for the 
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violation of the stipulation by either the contractor or the subcontractor; and that 
the President by virtue of his constitutional jfrerogative without legislation could 
no more remit a penalty for the violation* of a contract than he could cancel the 
obligations of the Pacific railroads. 

It is objected to the bill that the contractor becomes liable in penalties for the 
acts of his subcontractors and for the acts of a contractor with the subcontractor. 
It is very late to interpose this objection to a bill when the same is now true and 
has been true as lon$ as the Government has been contracting for public structures. 
Indeed, so far as this bill would affect the contractor in this respect it would be a 
measure whose passage he might well seek to his own advantage, for it would give 
him a better status for his contracts with others in the execution of the work. 

As to subcontractors, it is probable that a stipulation that penalties incurred by 
the contractors for their violation of the contract should be considered and adjudged 
as liquidated damages could be enforced in the State courts. 

As to the scope of the biJl, it goes for the saying that it only applies where work 
is done and materials furnished by contract, and never to anything purchased in the 
market 

It would not apply to those things generally "kept in stock." Bricks are kept 
in stock; house foundations and chimneys are not. Marble is kept in stock, pillars 
turned for porticoes are not. Stone is kept in stock at the quarry and at the yard; 
stone cut and faced for a building is not. Pig iron is kept in stock; armor plates 
are not. 

The discussion of what has been called the policy of this bill has ceased. The only 
question now being discussed by its opponents is the policy of requiring contractors 
to conform to the policy already adopted. The Government avowed its policy thirty- 
one years ago, and has reaffirmed it at almost every session of Congress from then 
until now, and long since applied it to all the employees of the Government who did 
not work less than eight hours, and all its employees, except the few whose work is 
of a character to be done more at intervals, and which must require a greater period 
than eight hours, even though eight hours' labor is not performed. 

The organization of the Knights of Labor have again instructed me, 
at their meeting in this city on February 5, 1904, which was the occa- 
sion of the annual election of officers, to present the same amendment 
which was advocated by them in the first session of the Fifty-seventh 
Congress, and can be found in the hearings of that Congress, pages 232 
and 233. We said on that occasion, referring to the then pending 
eight-hour proposition (H. R. 3076): 

As the law is an accomplished fact, and has been since 1868, we see no necessity 
for producing further original arguments on this subject. But we do insist that, when 
penalties or sections in the nature of penalties are put in, there should be something 
that will hold water. 

We believe that on page 3 of your bill, unless the following proviso is added, there 
will be no proper enforcement of the law. Our experience in the past has taught us 
that wherever there is a loophole in the law r the Government officials will take 
advantage of that loophole and violate the law. Even Secretaries of the Navy have 
issued orders which violate the law and the spirit of the law in the past. 1 refer to 
the orders of 1878 and 1880 issued by Secretary Thompson, where it is said that the 
hours should be from 7 in the morning until 6 in the evening, when the law T posi- 
tively said that all work done by or on behalf of the Government should be eight 
hours. But the shoulder-strapped officials in the navy-yards and the arsenals 
throughout the country have worked the men ten and twelve hours a day. They have 
promised the men that they would be paid overtime, too, and have stated to" them 
that a law which would give them back pay would pass, and for that reason men 
have worked long hours, and some of them have worked under protest in the various 
arsenals throughout the country. 

Now, we see here, under the Word "imminent," an opportunity to put in a proviso 
which, in my judgment and in the judgment of the organization which I represent, 
would prevent unnecessary violations. We know that, unless some provision of this 
sort is inserted, officers, such as are mentioned here, will see fit to waive the pro- 
visions and stipulations on many occasions when there is no occasion for it; and 
whenever there is a necessity which does exist, this will do no harm, for it merely 
requires time and half time for such excess over eight hours. 

So 1 propose an insertion on page 3, line 7, after the word "imminent," as follows: 

"Pi'ovided, That during such waiver, time and half time shall be allowed to 
laborers and mechanics for work done in excess of eight hours per calendar day." 
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Now, as to the imminence of war, there is a question in the minds of a great many 
statesmen when war is imminent ariti when it is not, and when war exists and when 
it does not. . I hold that war exists at trie present day, so any officer can work his 
men as many hours as he pleases, unless there is a limitation that requires him to 
pav them time and half time. 

War exists now in the Philippines. War may be imminent at any time. 

I remember hearing Representative Sulzer state, years before the war with Spain, 
that war was imminent with Spain. 

Now, should the workingmen be compelled to work long hours because some man 
thinks war is imminent? 

I will make no further remarks on the subject, but will leave this amendment with 
the committee for their consideration. 

We have the same request, and the same arguments hold to-day and 
have been immeasurably strengthened by all that has happened since — 
the continued violations, which are occurring each and every day, 
even under the eyes of the Executive at Washington, as well as in 
other parts of the country — the very admissions of the contractors as 
stated in the argument of counsel (itaden, R. <C.)> who appears for the 
trusts. In the last paragraph of his remarks he said that the inspect- 
ors violated the law (act of Aug. 1, 1902) with impunity because of 
the emergency clause, that all overtime was called emergency work, 
and as there is no extra cost to it and no extra pay, the temptation is 
too great for those officials who feel their own shortcomings and try 
to square themselves by getting more work out of others than the law 
allows. This would not occur if time and half time, or better yet, 
if double time were required, as is the rule of the trades and crafts on 
private work. Therefore we again ask you, if you are going to report 
this bill, H. R. 4064, to strike out and insert so that the bill shall read 
as follows: 

A BILL limiting the hours of daily service of laborers and mechanics employed upon work done for 
the United States, or for any Territory, or for the District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That every contract hereafter made to which the United States, 
any Territory, or the District of Columbia is a party, and every such contract made 
for or on behalf of the United States, or any Territory, or saia District, which may 
require or involve the employment of laborers or mechanics shall contain a provision 
that no laborer or mechanic doing any part of the work contemplated by the contract 
in the employ of the contractor or any subcontractor contracting for any part of said 
work contemplated shall be required or permitted to work more than eight hours in 
anyone calendar day upon such work; and every such contract shall stipulate a 
penalty for each violation of such provision in such contract of five dollars for each 
laborer or mechanic for every calendar day in which he shall be required or per- 
mitted to labor more than eight hours upon such work; and any officer or person 
designated as inspector of the work to be performed under any such contract, or 
to aid in enforcing the fulfillment thereof, shall, upon observation or investigation, 
forthwith report to the proper officer of the United States, or of any Territory, or of 
the District of Columbia, all violations of the provisions in this act directed to be 
made in every such contract, and the day or days of such violation; and the amount 
of the penalties imposed according to the stipulation in any such contract shell be 
directed to be withheld by the officer or person whose duty it shall be to approve 
the payment of the moneys due under such contract, whether the violation of the 
provisions of such contract is by the contractor or any subcontractor. Any contractor 
or subcontractor aggrieved by* the imposition of the penalty hereinbefore provided 
may appeal to the Court of Claims, which shall have jurisdiction to hear and decide 
the matter in like manner as in other cases before said court. 

Nothing in this act shall apply to contracts for transportation by land or water, or 
for the transmission of intelligence, or for such materials or articles as may usually 
be bought in open market. The proper officer on behalf of the United States, any 
Territory, or the District of Columbia mav waive the provisions and stipulations in 
this act cluring time of war, or when in the opinion of the inspector or other officer 
in charge any great emergency exists: Provided, That during such waiver fifty per 
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centum additional compensation shall be paid to each laborer and mechanic for all 
work done in excess of eight hours per diem. No penalties shall be imposed for any 
violation of such provision in such contract due to any emergency caused by fire, 
famine, or flood, by danger to life or to property, or by other extraordinary event or 
condition. Nothing in this act shall be construed to repeal or modify chapter three 
hundred and fifty-two of the laws of the Fifty-second Congress, approved August 
first, eighteen hundred and ninety-two. 

This would be all the the legislation required for decades to come 
relative to limiting the hours of labor. It would be more important 
to workingmen than an}' law since that of June 25, 1868. It would be 
far more important than the acts of May 18, 1872, May 24, 1888, 
August 1, 1892, June 12, 1895, and February 25, 1899. In my judg- 
ment the time and half time amendment would result in the enforce- 
ment of the law at all times as thoroughly as was the case when 
General Grant was President, and when the Honorable Wm. E. 
Chandler was Secretary of the Navy, and I may add that at no other 
time has this simple law been enforced, although no policy of law is 
more clearly defined on our statute books. Congress has expressed its 
displeasure with the lagging executive officers by time and again 
passing laws which allowed pay for the overtime which was imposed 
upon them. The act of February 25, 1899, compelled the payment 
of time and half time for those who were forced by reason of a war 
emergency to work longer than 8 hours per calendar day. 

The Acting Chairman. That concludes the hearing to-day. 

The committee thereupon adjourned until Saturdav, March 26, 1904, 
at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 



Washington, D. C, March 26, 1904. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock, Hon. Edward B. Vreeland in 
the chair. 

The Acting Chairman. How much time do you gentlemen desire 
to-day? Mr. Davenport, how much time would you like? 

Mr. Davenport. Oh, a reasonable time in which to present my 
argument. 

The Acting Chairman. If vou will fix some time we will notify 
you when it has expired. In tliat way we can have some regularity 
of proceeding. 

Mr. Hughes. How long is the committee going to sit to-day? 

The Acting Chairman. I should think a couple of hours would be 
sufficient. 

Mr. Goebel. Why not finish this matter up to-day? 

The Acting Chairman. We are going to, but this is the argument. 

Mr. Hughes. You think they should finish in two hours? 

The Acting Chairman. I think so. 

Mr. Davenport. What, both sides, and all? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes. 

Mr. Davenport. Another gentleman, Mr. Hay den, wants to make 
an argument. 

The Acting Chairman. That should be sufficient, unless the gentle- 
men want to go all over the ground again. 

Mr. Davenport. No; not all over the ground. 

Mr. Hughes. What is he going to talk about? 

Mr. Davenport. He is going to hold up the broad shield of the 
Constitution before the interests he represents. 
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Mr. Hughes. That is what you gentlemen are going to do. 

Mr. Davenport. We hope to. 

Mr. James H. Hayden. 1 do not wish to touch upon the labor 
question, but there are a number of legal questions that nave been left 
open, and one or two more practical matters. As far as I am person- 
ally concerned, fifteen or twenty minutes would answer for me. But 
after Mr. Davenport has addressed himself on the legal side, 1 would 
like those few minutes, and following me my brother will address 
himself to the legal side of the question. 

The Acting Chairman. We will give you half of the time apiece, 
and if the first speaker uses it up the last man will suffer. 

Mr. Davenport. That is pretty rough on the first fellow. 

Mr. Hughes. 1 do not tnink we ought to sit until one o'clock. I 
have given a lot of my time to the sessions of the committee. 

The Acting Chairman. We can hear all the argument we want in 
an hour on a side. 

Mr. Goebel. With the right to the speakers to extend their remarks 
in the record if they desire to i 

The Acting Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Davenport. Of course, I appreciate altogether the courtesy of 
the committee in hearing gentlemen, and particularly myself, but 
there is nothing I want to say that will be inapplicable to the subject. 
I think the committee had better not be in too big a hurry to close the 
discussion. 

Mr. Hughes. We had already decided that we were going to close 
the discussion to-day. 

Mr. Davenport. I know that, and the day is before us. I do not 
think there is anybody who is any more interested than the members 
of this committee in having the different aspects, and especially the 
legal aspects, of this bill presented. However, of course, I am ready 
to accept any suggestion that the committee may make. 

ARGUMENT OF MB. DANIEL DAVENPORT, OF BRIDGEPORT, CONN. 

Mr. Davenport. Of course I am aware, gentlemen, that ordinarily 
it is not worth while to spend much time in discussing the constitution- 
ality of laws before legislative committees. That, I think, is the 
common experience and judgment of the f raternity , and I have no doubt 
you gentlemen, in your experience in legislation, have come to that 
conclusion. It often reminds me of what was said in a Democratic 
caucus in Bridgeport. A gentleman rose to make a point of order, 
and when the chairman asked him to state it, he said it was against 
parliamentary law, and Captain Kimsella, who was the presiding officer, 
said, u What has parliamentary law got to do witti a Democratic 
caucus? " He said, " I want you to understand that this is no Parlia- 
ment; we came from the old sod to get rid of the jurisdiction of 
Parliament, and you can not introduce any of your European customs 
here." 

But this is a committee of lawyers, and this is a committee of 
gentlemen who are interested, of course, in the legal and constitu- 
tional aspects of the bill. It is for that reason that I feel confident 
that such observations will not only be not out of place, but that the} 7 
will perhaps be as influential as any other considerations that could be 
urged in opposition to the bill. 
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The first thing that we must direct our attention to in the contem- 
plation of the constitutional aspect of this question is the existing law 
and the change that is to be wrought in the existing law by this pro- 
posed bill. 

On August 1, 1892, the following law was approved and is still in 
force: 

Be it enacted, etc. 

Mr. Goebel. What is that you are reading from? 
Mr. Davenport. I was reading from the report of Mr. Gardner 
made in the Fifty -seventh Congress, but the act is as follows: 

Be it enacted by Die Senate and Howe of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the service and employment of all laborers and mechanics 
who are now or may hereafter be employed by the Government of the United 
States, by the District of Columbia, or by any contractor or subcontractor upon 
any of the public works of the United States or of the said District of Columbia, 
is nereby limited and restricted to eight hours in any one calendar day; and it 
shall be unlawful for any officer of the United States Government or of the District 
of Columbia, or any such contractor or subcontractor whose duty it shall be to employ, 
direct, or control the services'of such laborers or mechanics, to require or permit any 
such laborer or mechanic to work more than eight hours in any calendar day except 
in case of extraordinary emergency. 

Sec. 2. That any officer or agent of the Government of the United States or of 
the District of Columbia, or any contractor or subcontractor whose duty it shall be 
to employ, direct, or control any laborer or mechanic emploved upon anv of the 
public works of the United States or of the District of Columbia, who shall inten- 
tionally violate any provision of this act, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and for each and every such offense shall upon conviction be punished by a fine not 
to exceed one thousand dollars or by imprisonment for not more than six months, 
or by both such fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the court having juris- 
diction thereof. 

Sec. 3. That the provisions of this act shall not be so construed as to in any man- 
ner apply to or affect contractors or subcontractors or to limit the hours of daily 
service of laborers or mechanics engaged upon the public works of the United States 
or of the District of Columbia for which contracts have been entered into prior to the 
passage of this act. 

Mr. Hughes. What act is that? 

Mr. Davenport. That is the act of 1892, to which reference has 
been made so many times. In the other committee I head the honor- 
able chairman, Mr. Senator McComas, say that this was passed during 
the Administration of Grover Cleveland; but it was passea, of course, at 
the close of the Administration of Mr. Harrison, August 1, 1892. 

The present bill pending here contains at its close the following 
provision: 

Nothing in this act shall be construed to repeal or modify chapter three hundred 
and fifty-two of the laws of the Fifty-second Congress, approved August first, eight- 
een hundred and ninety-two. 

So that this act carefully preserves in force the former act, which 
is the existing law, and superadds to it the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. Goebel. That act has been construed as applying only to works 
of the Government. 

Mr. Davenport. Public works, as we call them. 

Now, unquestionably, that law — the law of 1892 — would apply to 
the building of a capitol, or any public building. It would apply to 
river and harbor work; it would apply to the building of the Panama 
Canal, if the Government shall undertake it; and it applies to the class 
of work which is perhaps covered by the expression "upon the pub- 
lic works." That conveys a sufficiently clear idea to the mind. 
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Of course, the friends of this present measure contend that that law 
was intended to extend to, and that by a fair interpretation of it, if 
ever made by the Supreme Court of the United States, would be held 
to extend to the building of a battle ship, and contracts of that char- 
acter and subcontracts. 

Mr. Hughes. Which law does that? 

Mr. Davenport. The old law, the law of 1892; that is, as I have 
understood their contention here. It is for you gentlemen to con- 
sider whether or not, if you put the two together, the law of 1892 
and this new law, as you do put them together in this bill, whether 
you do not by force of it also attach all the criminal penalties of the 
act of 1892 to the class of work included in this bill, which has been 
supposed not to be covered by the law of 1892 in the practice of the 
Government, but which the gentlemen contend is covered by it. You 
will notice that this bill is a sort of a legislative construction of what 
would be public work. 

But assuming, for the sake of the argument, that the Supreme Court 
of the United States will hold, when the question comes before it, that 
the terms of the law of 1892 are limited in the more narrow sense 
which I have pointed out. Then, so far as all classes of work of that 
kind are concerned, which are within the act of 1892, the law will be 
that the contractor, if he intentionally permits any man to work more 
than eight hours in a calendar day will be subject to that fine and that 
imprisonment; the subcontractor will be liable for that fine and that 
imprisonment if he permits anybody to work, and in addition thereto 
the contractor will by force of the new provisions of this bill become 
responsible by the terms of his contract to the Government for a fine 
or penalty of $5 a day in addition to the severe penalty which is im- 
posed in the law of 1892 for every man that he permits to work, or 
whom his subcontractor permits to work, more than eight hours in a 
day. That is necessarily so. 

So that if your minds can take in the vast amount of business of the 
Government which is directly covered by the act of 1892 — as, for 
instance, the building of the Panama Canal, and all the great works 
upon rivers and harbors, and building docks, and harbor improve- 
ments generally, and public buildings — you get an idea of what a vast 
amount of the business of the Government will be subject to the 
double provisions of this law. And, of course, if the Supreme Court 
should hold that the law of 1892 extended broadly to everything else 
of the character covered by the provisions of this present bill, you can 
see how extensive would be its effect. 

Now, you can see at once, gentlemen, that under this bill you have 
got to have an enormous army of inspectors. You can see that, which- 
ever construction, as I pointed out to you the other day, is put upon 
the words " eight hours" in this bill. If it be the construction that 
no man shall be at work — that is, be employed, whether actually at 
work or not — more than eight hours a day from the time, as has been 
expressed here, from the time the whistle blows until the time the 
whistle blows, there will have to be innumerable inspectors all over 
the country to notice it. If, on the other hand, the construction is 
that the "eight hours a day" is the time actually employed by the 
men in actual work, then there would have to be an enormous further 
increase of inspectors, because it would require an inspector for nearly 
every man to keep track of them. 
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Now, gentlemen, I ask you whether or not it is your idea that such 
a law is constitutional? I have a few observations to make on that 
point. You, by the terms of this bill, make the contractor respon- 
sible criminally for his own intentional act in employing a man 

Mr. Hughes. Where is that in this bill \ 

Mr. Davenport. The act of 1892 provides that. 

Mr. Hughes. That is not the act 

Mr. Davenport. That is the law. If the honorable Congressman 
will refrain for the present from asking questions, I will endeavor to 
follow out my line of observation. 

As I stated a moment ago, the law of 1892 will be in force by the 
very terms of this bill. Now, I say that by the law as it will then be 
the contractor will be responsible criminally to the extent of $1,000 
fine and six months imprisonment, possibly, for every man that he 
permits to work. In addition to that, the subcontractor will be respon- 
sible criminally to the extent of $1,000 and six months imprisonment 
for every man that he permits to work more than eight hours a day in 
one calendar dav upon every kind of work which is covered by the act 
of 1892. 

Mr. Hughes. Do I understand that you do not desire to be inter- 
rupted, Mr. Davenport? 

Mr. Davenport. I think, for the purposes of this legal discussion, 
that while I do not want to at any time restrain the curiosity 

Mr. Hughes. I do not want to ask questions if you do not care to 
be interrogated. 

Mr. Davenport. I would prefer to go on a little while and make 
my position understood. Then I will be quite willing to be interro- 
gated. ' - 

So I think the committee understands it, that so far, for instance, as 
the building of a public building in the city of Washington is con- 
cerned, or in building the Panama Canal, in dredging out harbors, and 
in river and harbor w r ork generally, the building of dock-yards, arse- 
nals, etc., that the contractor would be under the provisions of these 
two laws and subject to those provisions. 

Now, you will notice that the act of 1892 is the same as the Kansas 
law in effect. That law saj r s that if the contractor shall intentionallv 
violate the law he shall be subject to that penalty. It is the same with 
the Kansas law. It says if the subcontractor does it he shall be liable. 
They are the same in effect in their provisions. This proposed law 
then steps in and says that the contractor shall be subject to an enor- 
mous additional fine, exceeding altogether, probably, that of the law of 
1892, for an act done either by him or by the subcontractor. An 
additional penalty is inflicted upon him for the act of another, and I 
ask you gentlemen to consider this proposition for a few moments, 
whether, according to the accepted principles of constitutional law, as 
they have been laid down and established by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, such an act punishing one man for the act of another 
would be constitutional, or would be violative of the rights of the per- 
son affected. 

To find out just what limitations there are upon the exercises of the 
power of the Federal Government, etc., in its legislative power, I want 
to call the attention of the committee to the language of Mr. Justice 
Chase in the famous case of Calder v. Bull, in the 3d of Dallas, United 
States Reports, to be found on page 386: 
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I can not subscribe to the omnipotence of a State legislature, or that it is absolute 
and without control, although its authority should not be expressly restrained by the 
constitution or fundamental law of the State. The people of the United States 
erected their constitutions, or forms of government, to establish justice, to promote 
the general welfare, to secure the blessings of liberty, and to protect their persons 
and property from violence, 

The purposes for which men enter into society will determine the nature and terms 
of the social compact; and as they are the foundation of the legislative power, they 
will decide what are the proper objects of it. The nature and ends of legislative 
power will limit the exercise of it. This fundamental principle flows from the very 
nature of our free republican governments, that no man should be compelled to do 
what the laws do not require, nor to refrain from acts which the laws permit. 
There are acts which the Federal or State legislature can not do without exceed- 
ing their authority. There are certain vital principles in our free republican govern- 
ments which will determine and overrule an apparent and flagrant abuse of legis- 
lative power, as to authorize manifest injustice by positive law, or to take away that 
security for personal liberty or private property, for the protection whereof the 
Government was established. 

An act of the legislature (for I can not call it a law} contrary to the great first 
principles of the social compact can not be considered a rightful exercise of legislative 
authority. The obligation of a law in governments established on express compact, 
and on republican principles, must be determined by the nature of the power on 
which it is founded. A few instances will suffice to explain what I mean. A law 
that punished a citizen for an innocent action, or, in other words, for an act which, 
when done, was in violation of no existing law; a law that destroys or impairs the 
lawful private contracts of citizens; a law that makes a man a judge in his own case; 
or a law that takes property from A and gives it to B. It is against all reason and 
justice for a people to intrust a legislature with such powers, and, therefore, it can 
not be presumed that they have done it. 

The genius, the nature, and the spirit of our State governments amount to a pro- 
hibition of such acts of legislation and the general principles of law and reason 
forbid them. The legislature may enjoin, permit, forbid, and punish; they may 
declare new crimes and establish rules of conduct for all its citizens in future cases; 
they may command what is right and prohibit what is wrong; but they can not 
change innocence into guilt or punish innocence as a crime, or violate the right of 
an antecedent lawful private contract or the right of private property. To maintain 
that our Federal or State legislature possesses such powers, if they had not been 
expressly restrained, would, in my opinion, be a political heresy altogether inadmis- 
sible in our free republican governments. 

I cite that, gentlemen — it is undoubtedly familiar to you all — but 1 
cite it as a quite noted and admirable expression by a judge of the 
highest court in the land. 

Mr. Furuseth. What is the name of the case? 

Mr. Davenport. Calder ?\ Bull, 3d Dallas, Supreme Court Reports. 

Mr. Schulteis. Chief Justice Chase? 

Mr. Davenport. No; Mr. Justice Chase. It was decided early in 
the history of the Government. It is one of the earliest reports. 

As I say, I cite this for its admirable statement of a great principle. 
Now, I tate it, it is fundamental that you can not punish A for the crime 
of B. If A commits an offense, a law that held B, who was in nowise 
responsible for that act, would be violative of this fundamental prin- 
ciple. Had the Kansas case been that, why, who does not know that, 
instead of there being only three dissenting judges against the consti- 
tutionality of that law, there would have been a unanimous decision of 
the court that it was unconstitutional. I will, if the time of the com- 
mittee is not so much limited that I shall not have time, in justice to 
the gentleman who is to follow me, take up the subject 

The Acting Chairman. Your side will close at 11.45, Mr. Daven- 
port. You may divide the time among yourselves to suit j r ourselves. 

Mr. Davenport. Well, what is this bill? Does it do that which is 
done in the Kansas case, make the contractor subject to a penalty for 

E H 28 
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his own fault? Not at all. It makes him responsible not only for his 
own fault, but it makes him responsible for the fault of another per- 
son. Had the act of 1892, to which I have referred this honorable 
committee, been that the contractor should be criminally responsible 
for the act of the subcontractor in permitting a man to work over 
whom he has no control, why it is needless to argue to a committee of 
such eminent legal gentlemen as sit about this table that it would be 
unconstitutional. 

Now, what is this bill ? This bill says that in addition to the one 
thousand dollar fine which is imposed upon the contractor for his own 
fault, in addition to the one thousand dollar fine which is imposed upon 
the subcontractor for his fault, the contractor shall be fined five dol- 
lars for every man, for an act which is done by the subcontractor, 
whether the contractor consents to it or not, and whether he has any- 
thing to do with it or not. Now, that is what this law says. What 
kinaof a law is that? Is not that a penal statute? 

Your honorable committee is undoubtedly familiar with the doctrine 
that has been laid down by the courts in regard to anything of a puni- 
tive character. It has come up in two or three ways to the Supreme 
Court. In the several States, vou know, there are statutes to the effect, 
for instance, that if a railroad company does not fence its tracks, and 
an animal strays upon its tracks ana is killed, the party suffering the 
loss can recover in some cases double, treble, and quadruple damages 
from the railroad company. A case arose, I think in Iowa, where the 
contention was made, " Why, that is a violation of the fourteenth 
amendment of the Constitution, because it is depriving a man of his 
property without due process of law. All that the railroad company 
can be justly required to pay is the value of the animal that was killed, 
and to mulct it in double and treble damages is to take away from it 
its property without due process of law." 

The case came up to the Supreme Court of the United States and is 
reported in 115 U. S., at page 512; where the court says that those 
extra damages are assessed by way of a penalty; that they are penal; 
and consequently it is an exercise of the power to punish. I will read 
a few lines from the opinion, on page 521, in the case of Missouri 
Pacific Railway Company v. Humes (115 U. S., 521): 

It is the duty of every State to provide, in the administration of justice, for the 
redress of private wrongs; yet the damages which should be awarded to the injured 
party are not always readily ascertainable. They are in many cases a matter of con- 
jectural estimate, in relation to which there may be great differences of opinion. 
The general rale undoubtedly is that they should be precisely commensurate with 
the injury. Yet in England and in this country they nave been allowed in excess 
of compensation whenever malice, gross neglect, or oppression has caused or accom- 
panied the commission of the injury complained of. "The law," says Sedgwick, 
in his excellent treatise on damages, " permits the jury to give what it terms puni- 
tory, vindictive, or exemplary damages; in other words, blende together the interests 
of society and of the aggrieved individual, and gives damages, not only to recom- 
pense the sufferer, but to punish the offender. 1 ' 

Of course, they said: u Now, the State of Iowa has passed this law 
and it is a penal statute; and the exercise of that power is not an 
invasion of the provision of the Fourteenth amendment because it is 
punishment. It is a penal, a punitive statute, and within the police 
power of the State." 

As I think I had occasion to bring to your attention the other day, 
the matter came up — now, this is the point, it being clear that this is 
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a penal statute — upon the question of making the principal — just think 
of it — responsible for the acts of his agent for punitive damages. You 
can see how a fortiori the principle would apply in the case of a party 
who is not occupying that relation, but is only a subcontractor over 
whom the contractor has no control. 

In the case of Lake Shore and Michigan Southern Railway Company 
v. Prentice (147 U. S.) I will bring the attention of the committee 
immediately to those parts of the opinion which are more immediately 
applicable: 

In this court — 

Says Mr. Justice Gray — 

the doctrine is well settled that in actions of tort the jury, in addition to the sum 
awarded by way of compensation for the plaintiff's injury, may award exem- 
plary, punitive, or vindictive damages, sometimes called smart money, if the defend- 
ant has acted wantonly or oppressively, or with such malice as implies a spirit of 
mischief or criminal indifference to civil obligations. But such guilty intention on 
the part of the defendant is required in order to charge him with exemplary or 
punitive damages. 

Exemplary or punitive damages being awarded, not bv way of compensation to the 
sufferer, but by way of punishment of the offender and as a warning to others, can 
only be awarded against one who has participated in the offense. A principal, there- 
fore, though of course liable to make compensation for injuries done by his agent 
within the scope of his employment, can not beheld liable for exemplary or punitive 
damages merely by reason of wanton, oppressive, or malicious intent on the part of 
the agent. This is clearly shown by the judgment of this court in the case of the 
Amiable Nancy, 3 Wheat., 546. 

Passing now to what they say further in illustration of that doc- 
trine, we come to this: 

The rule has the same application to corporations as to individuals. This court 
has often, in cases of this class, as well as in other cases, affirmed the doctrine that 
for acts done by the agents of a corporation, in the course of its business and of their 
employment, the corporation is responsible, in the same manner and to the same 
extent as an individual is responsible under similar circumstances. 

A corporation is doubtless liable, like an individual, to make compensation for any 
tort committed by an agent in the course of his employment, although the act is 
done wantonly and recklessly, or against the express orders of the principal. 

Now, having shown that they are upon the same basis: 

Though the principal is liable to make compensation for a libel published or a 
malicious prosecution instituted by his agent, he is not liable to be punished by 
exemplary damages for an intent in which he did not participate — 

And so on. 

Mr. Goebel. Give us the page there, please. 

Mr. Davenport. The case begins on page 101, but the whole opinion 
is instructive upon this point. 

They say expressly that a charge of a judge to a jury, that a corpo- 
ration was liable for punitive damages for the willful misconduct of an 
engineer, while it was true that it was responsible for compensatory 
damages, was wrong; because the law was not so, and could not be so, 
because it was to punish a man for the act of another which he did not 
authorize, and that the responsibility is the responsibility that comes 
from his authorizing the willfulness, or his ratifying it in some way 
afterwards. 

I had a very interesting case of that character in Connecticut, where 
a girl sued a corporation which was giving a dance, for expelling her 
from the floor through the willful act of the floor manager, and the 
judge in charging the jury told them that in addition to compensating 
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damages, she could recover what we in our State call punitive damages 
or smart moneys, but which are much more limited in amount than 
in the Federal courts. The case went up to the supreme court of the 
State, and they laid down this proposition: That to punish a man for 
the act of another in damages of a punitive character was violative of 
the first principles of natural justice, and reversed the lower court. 

Now, gentlemen, there is not in America, outside of the Christian 
religion, any such doctrine as that of vicarious punishment of another, 
and any law which by its provisions imposes upon one responsibility 
of a penal character for the willful act of another, unless the party 
has assented to it, has approved of it, or has commanded it, is so 
manifestly unjust that in accordance with the doctrine laid down by 
Mr. Justice Chase it is clearly unconstitutional. 

You must bear in mind, gentlemen, that the Supreme Court of the 
United States, in the case of Atkins v. Kansas, 1 think in 191 U. S-, 
recently decided, simply by the majority decision sustained the consti- 
tutionality of the law of the State of Kansas fining a man for letting 
another work more than eight hours in one day upon the principle 
that the State had the power to make criminal an offense of tnat 
character; and, therefore, that they took great pains to say in that 
opinion that this must be carefully confined to tne subject in hand, 
and one law must not be violative of the rights of others. 

Now, we will take this case: The United States Government pro- 
poses to make a contract with Mr. Cramp to build a man-of-war, a 
battle ship. Mr. Cramp, of course, has to get his armor plate in one 
place, ana he has to get other material in another. This law will 
require him to' insert in his contract a provision that he will be respon- 
sible not only for his own act, but that he shall be subject to a penalty — 
to a fine for an unlawful thing done by another party without his 
consent — and he puts it into that contract. The effort is made to say 
that you can get around that constitutional difficulty, that injustice, by 
such methods as that. That, of course, is the crucial point in the dis- 
cussion of these matters. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not a pig, and I know there are other 
gentlemen who have prepared to discuss this case. I have not begun 
to touch on this matter, but in obedience to the orders of the com- 
mittee I will at this point suspend this discussion. 

Let me say to you, gentlemen, that not only is this bill obnoxious 
to every principle that I have heretofore pointed out to you, not only 
is it irrational in theory and unreasonable in practice — and I have but 
to remind you of the famous and favorite saying of Dr. Franklin, 
"That if any man, or party, or Government, would not listen to 
reason, she would soon make herself felt." 

I say that it is not only objectionable on those grounds, but there is 
in this bill those provisions which conflict entirely and absolutely with 
the fundamental principles of justice and of constitutional law, as 
declared by the Supreme Court. I commend that aspect of the matter 
to the attentive consideration of the committee. 

The Acting Chairman. I will say to Mr. Davenport that if he 
desires to furnish additional remarks along a legal line the committee 
would be glad to have him do so. 

Mr. Davenport. As I have said heretofore, I do not make printed 
arguments; but if one of the members of the committee would sit here 
while I could talk to him, and have the stenographer here, I would 
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proceed to discuss this question and give the committee the benefit of 
such reflection as I have made upon the subject. 

The Acting 'Chairman. The gentleman could refer to cases, and 
decisions of courts, 1 suppose, as well in writing as he could oralty? 

Mr. Davenport. I was greatly impressed the other day by a gen- 
tleman who said he wanted a law restricting work to four hours a 
day 

The Acting Chairman. Decisions of courts are things that may be 
looked up. 

Mr. Davenport. But a lazy man does not care to work when he 
does not feel that it is necessary. I, myself, am looking forward to a 
time when 1 shall not have to work between meals. I hope it wi.l 
come about; but I do not want a law passed to make it. 

I thank you, gentlemen. You have been very considerate. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF MR. DANIEL DAVENPORT, OF 
BRIDGEPORT, CONN. 

In view of the restriction which the limited time at the disposal of 
the committee forced it to put upon the concluding oral arguments of 
counsel, and the imperfect presentation of the legal objections to this 
bill which thereby resulted, I will take advantage of the courteous 
permission extended to me by the committee to add a few additional 
remarks. 

As I write there lies before me a clipping from the Washington 
Post of Sunday, March 27, 1904, which reads as follows: 

FRENCH LABOR TROUBLES — NEW TEN-HOUR LAW DOES NOT PLEASE TEXTILE WORKERS 

Paris, March 96. — The application of the new socialist law establishing a maximum 
of ten hours for labor in the department of the north is bringing out remarkable 
labor disturbances on the part of those employed by the large textile industries 
located throughout that department. The Socialists thought that shorter hours 
would benefit the workingmen, but the workers throughout the district are organiz- 
ing strikes, on the ground that they want more pay instead of less work. The 
employers offer to give the same wages for ten hours as they have previously given 
for ten and a half hours, but the employees decline to accept this, and insist on more 
wages for ten hours than they received for ten and a half hours. 

Much disorder has already occurred, several small establishments have been 
sacked, and strikers are parading the streets and country roads. Fearing a serious 
outcome the government has adopted precautionary measures, sending detachments 
of cavalrv and infantry and several hundred gendarmes to Roubaix. 

M. Miflerand, the Socialist leader, is the author of the new ten-hour law. 

We thus see that the French workmen are prepared to fight, if 
necessary, against the enforcement of the socialistic enactment making 
ten hours the maximum of a day's work in one calendar day, which of 
course violates their inherent right as men to work longer if they 
choose. 

I wish to discuss a little further the proposition that the inherent 
right of the American workmen to work at innocent and healthful 
occupations more than eight hours a day, if they want to, is protected 
by the Constitution of the United States from invasion by Socialistic 
legislation at the hands of Congress, and that it will not be necessary 
for workmen in this country to imitate their French brethren by tak- 
ing up arms in defense of that right. 
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The futility of an attempt to deprive them of that right by direct 
legislative enactment to that end is apparent. My purpose now is to 
show that that result can not be accomplished indirectly by Congress 
forcing the contractor with the Government for Government work to 
stipulate under heavy penalties that neither he nor his subcontractor 
will permit American workmen to exercise their right to work more 
than eight hours in a calendar day if they want to. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has decided that the State 
of Kansas had the same right as any other employer to declare the 
conditions under which it would have its work done. (Atki?is v. 
Kcmsas.) 

The same is of course true as to the United States Government. 
But while this is true, it is also true that the State of Kansas and the 
United States Government are subject to the same limitations as other 
employers as to character of the stipulations it can insert in its con- 
tracts. There are certain fundamental qualities essential to the validity 
of stipulations between contracting parties, which are as vital in Gov- 
ernment contracts as in all others. They must not be against public 
policy, they must not be immoral, they must be founded on reciprocal 
and valuable considerations; they must not be senseless, they must not 
be violative of the rights of others. The famous case reported in the 
English reports of the contract between the owner of a horse and a 
blacksmith, whereby the owner of the horse was to pay the black- 
smith for shoeing it a farthing for the first nail driven, two farthings 
for the second nail driven, and so on, doubling the amount for each 
successive nail driven, up to thirty-two, illustrates the principle. The 
court held the agreement void, and allowed the blacksmith to recover 
what the job of shoeing the horse was fairly worth. 

To test whether the stipulation which this bill proposes to force into 
every contract with the Government would be valid or not, let us con- 
sider whether it would be valid if inserted voluntarily in a contract 
between private parties. Suppose the Russian Government or some 
private individual made a contract with the Cramps for the building 
of a battle ship, and inserted in the contract the provisions which this 
proposed law requires to be inserted in contracts with the United 
States Government, would those provisions be valid or enforceable? 
What is that provision ? It is that if he, or his subcontractor, without 
his consent, or against his will, shall permit men to work more than 
eight hours in one calendar day upon any part of the job, he, the con- 
tractor, shall forfeit $5 per day for each man for ea,ch calendar day in 
which it is done. It is easy to see that, in the establishment of the 
subcontractor employing 5,000 men, the tine upon the contractor might 
amount to $25,000 per, day, and if the infractions continued for ten 
days only, the fine upon the contractor would amount to $250,000. 

Now, it is plain that no court outside of Bedlam would hold a provi- 
sion of that character valid in contracts between private parties. The 
value of the work covered by the contract might not be more than 
$50,000. The quality of the work covered by it could not be affected 
either favorably or unfavorably by the failure of the other party to 
observe that provision. The valuable thing that the one party is to 
pay for, and the other is to receive money for, is not dependent upon 
the failure or nonfailure to observe this condition. The condition is 
extraneous and eccentric to the real purpose of the contract, which is 
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the giving and receiving of value reciprocally. The condition is with- 
out consideration. 

It falls directly within the class of those fantastic and capricious 
clauses sometimes inserted in contracts which the courts refuse to 
recognize as binding, or to enforce; but, further than that, such a 
condition inserted in a contract between private parties would be 
invalid, as contrary to public policy, as tending to discourage enter- 
prise and diligence, and as unduly trenching upon the rights and lib- 
erties of working people. If, now, we concede to the United States 
Government the same rights as private individuals have in making 
contracts, we see that this law would not give validity to such a pro- 
vision in a contract; but the Government has not in all respects the* 
same privileges as private parties have. 

It is hedged in by the limitations which the people have put upon 
it in the Constitution as to its powers. And one of those limitations 
upon Congress is that it can not do by indirection what it is prohibited 
from doing directly. If it can not directly prohibit a man working 
more than eight hours in a calendar day at an innocent and healthy 
occupation for a subcontractor, it can not accomplish the same result 
by fining the contractor if the subcontractor permits him so to work 
without the consent of the contractor. 

ARGUMENT OF MB. JAMES H. HAYDEN, OF COUNSEL FOE THE 
CARNEGIE STEEL COMPANY, AND OTHER INTERESTS, OPPOSES 
TO THE PASSAGE OF THE BILL (H. R. 4064). 

Mr. Hayden. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen- 



The Acting Chairman. Is your argument to be a legal argument? 

Mr. Hayden. It will be. 

In the course of the hearings on this bill, many witnesses who dis- 
cussed the practical effect of an invariable and rigid limitation, fixing 
the duration of the daily work of laborers and mechanics, expressed 
their embarrassment in* dealing with the question, because the bill 
fails to define clearly the scope of the proposed limitation, showing 
which contracts would and which would not be governed by it. Hence, 
it is important for us to ascertain, if possible, exactly what the bill 
does mean, and what work, done under contracts of the Government, 
would be affected by it. 

Where there is a series of laws dealing with the same subject, a 
court when called upon to interpret the latest statute will always 
resort to the earlier legislation, to the end that the new law may, if 
possible, receive an interpretation not inconsistent with the others, 
and at the same time may not be treated as a vain repetition of earlier 
enactments, but made to accomplish a new and rational result. The 
earlier statutes which deal with the duration of a "day's work" were 
confined in their operation to persons employed directly by the United 
States. They went no further than to fix the length of time that work- 
men of certain classes could be required to labor for a day's pay. 
They left employer and employee free to make any arrangement that 
they pleased concerning extra work and extra compensation. Such 
were the acts of June 25, 1868; March 30, 1888, and May 24, 1888. 
The last of these, which limited the work of a letter carrier's dav to 
eight hours, and provided that he receive extra pay for work done 
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beyond that limit, has already subjected the United States to many 
million dollars of extra expense for this service. I should have liked 
to discuss those laws, but the time allowed me by the committee is too 
limited to permit it. 

The next act in point of time was the eight- hour law of August 1, 
1892. There for the first time the United States assumed to regulate 
the hours of labor of workmen in the employ of persons not agents 
of the Government, but independent individuals, who merely held 
contractual relations with the United States. But Congress was careful 
to limit the operations of this law to " public works, leaving private 
work, whether done for the Government or for individuals, unaffected 
by the limitation imposed. This was a penal statute. Congress for 
the first time fixed an invariable limitation upon the duration of a 
day's work that any man might be permitted to perform. I contend 
that by this act Congress extended its control over the bargains of 
individuals, whether employers or employees, as far as the Constitu- 
tion of the United States permits Congress to exercise such control. 

" Public works" to which the act of 1892 applies are works which 
pertain exclusively to a government and are of a fixed and permanent 
nature, such as those relating to the improvement of real estate bv 
the construction or maintenance of streets, the erection of public build- 
ings, and such things. While the term "public works" has never 
been judicially defined, the statutes class as such: 

The construction and repair of public buildings (R. S. U. S., 3663, 
3733, 3734, and 5503). 

The construction and preservation of harbors, rivers, and channels. 
(Act of August 13, 1892, entitled u An act making appropriation for 
construction and repair and preservation of certain public works.") 

The construction and renovation of light-houses (K. S., sec. 466i). 

The construction of permanent military works and public roads. 
(R. S. U. S.,sec. 1287.) 

The maintenance of the Washington aqueduct, the appurtenances 
and fixtures connected therewith, and the improvement of streets, 
fences, and Government reservations in the District of Columbia. 
(R. S. U. S.,sec. 1800.) 

In the " Public works loans act" (3839 Victoria, p. 80), the follow- 
ing are mentioned as public works: 

Baths and wash-houses provided by local authorities, light-houses, 
cemeteries, and harbors, lunatic asylums, prisons, and workhouses. 

Some of the leading dictionaries define the term "public works" as 
follows: 

Works, whether of construction or adaptation and carried out bv the National, 
State, or municipal authorities, designed to subserve some purpose of public interest, 
use, or convenience, such as public buildings, roads, aqueducts, etc. (Black's Law 
Dictionary, p. 964.) 

All fixed works built by civil engineers for public use, such as railroads, canals, 
water courses, roads, etc., all strictly military and civil works constructed at public 
cost. (Webster's Unabridged Dictionary, 1057.) 

The act of 1892 was drawn in question in a case which was adjudicated 
bv a district court of the United States. (United States v. San Fran- 
cisco Bridge Co., 88 Fed. R., 891.) There it appeared that the defend- 
ant, which had entered into a contract with the United States, had been 
indicted and convicted of a charge of " requiring" and " permitting" 
laborers to work more than eight hours per day on the city post-ofhce 
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building at San. Francisco. Defendant moved for a new trial, contend- 
ing that the act of 1892 was unconstitutional. 
The court said (pp. 894, 895): 

Has Congress the power to prescribe the terms and conditions under which labor 
shall be performed in the construction of public works of the United States', and 
without reference to the fact whether such public works are or are not upon land 
over which the National Government exercises exclusive political jurisdiction? 

I entertain no doubt of the authority of Congress in this respect. Public works 
are instrumentalities for the execution of the powers of the Government. In the 
construction of its public works the United States exercises a power which belongs 
to it as a sovereign nation, and as a necessary incident of its sovereignty, has the 
right to legislate in regard to all matters relating to the construction of such works, 
including the number of hours which shall constitute a day's labor for those 
employed thereon. Laws have been passed, limiting the hours for the labor of 
letter carriers in any one day (25 Stat. L., 157), and for those employed in the navy- 
yards of the United States (12 Stat. L., 587), and for all laborers and mechanics 
employed "by or on behalf of the Government of the United States" (15 Stat L., 
77), and the power of Congress to pass such laws has never been seriously questioned. 

In my opinion, Congress may also provide that laborers upon public works of the 
United States, whether employed directly by the Government or by public con- 
tractor, shall not be required: or permitted to work more than eight hours in any one 
day, and may compel obedience to such a law by providing that its violation shall 
be'considered an offense against the United States and be punishable as such. 

The court then considered the right of Congress to make such a law, 
in view of the fact that the State of California had political jurisdic- 
tion over the land on which the work was done. It was held that this 
did not deprive Congress of the right to regulate in every respect the 
manner in which the contract should be performed. The defendant 
took an appeal to the Supreme Court, but dismissed the case without 
going to hearing. 

Mr. Hughes. A case based on the act of 1892? 

Mr. Hayden. A case founded on a violation of the act of 1892. 

Mr. Hughes. Carried to the Supreme Court and not heard ( 

Mr. Hayden. Yes. I call especial attention to one feature of that 
decision. The district judge held that the act of 1892, being a penal 
statute, the wrongful intent of the contractor was an essential ingre- 
dient of the offense. I shall have occasion to revert to this when I 
come to the consideration of the pending bill, which is not, in a tech- 
nical sense, penal. We concede that the act of 1892 is constitutional, 
and that it is enforceable is proven by the conviction had in the case 
of The San Francisco Bridge Company. 

This question arises: Why did Congress so frame the act of 1892 
that its operation should be limited to public works? The reason is 
plain. Such works are essentially public and regulations with respect 
to them do not interfere with works of a private nature, whereas work 
done under a contract with the United States, calling for the manu- 
facture and delivery of any chattel, is private work, because the Gov- 
ernment acquires no proprietary interest in the product until it has 
been delivered and accepted. The chattel may be a button, or a pen- 
cil, or a battle ship. 

In the case of Clarkson v. Stevens, (106 U. S., 505), there was drawn 
in question a contract for the construction of a war vessel. The court 
saia: 

Under a contract for supplying labor and materials, and for making a chattel, no 
property passes until the chattel is completed. This is a general law and must pre- 
vail in all cases unless a contrary intent is expressed or clearly implied from the 
terms of the contract. 
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It was held that although the United States agreed to and did 
advance sums of money on account of the contract price as the work 
upon the vessel progressed, and all the material employed was 
inspected and accepted before being used, this did not constitute con- 
clusive evidence of an intent that any property in the vessel should 
pass prior to final delivery before acceptance of the ship. The impli- 
cation of such an intent was plainly negatived by the fact that the 
contractor was required to give security for the performance of his 
contract, and the United States reserved the right to reject the vessel 
altogether in the event of its failing to comply with the contract 
requirements, and thereupon to recover the amount of all sums 
advanced, together with appropriate damages. 

I contend that by that law the Government covered the whole range 
of work absolutely its own. 

Now we come to the present bill. Let us see what is contemplated 
by it. If enacted it would not be a penal statute, but would direct 
that a condition be inserted in every contract made by the United 
States, fixing an invariable limit for tHe work of all laborers, employed 
by the contractor or any subcontractor. A breach of this condition 
by the contractor, whether intentional or unintentional, w T ould render 
him liable for the penalty prescribed. Such breach might be com- 
mitted by the subcontractor without the contractor's knowledge. A 
laborer might work for more than eight hours against the wishes and 
without the knowledge of the contractor, simply to render the latter 
liable for the penalty. 

This contemplated limitation of the hours of daily work is intended 
to apply to contracts for the manufacture and delivery of chattels. It 
is intended to invade private establishments and affect private work, 
for as we have seen, work done by an individual under a contract with 
the Government is private work and the Government has no proprie- 
tary interest in it, although it may make part payments as the work 
proceeds and may inspect and approve all materials entering into that 
work. The chattel remains the property of the contractor until deliv- 
ered to and accepted by the Government. 

Mr. Goebel. Where is your authority for that statement? 

Mr. Hayden. My authority is the case of Clarkson v. Stevens. 

Mr. Gilbert. That the property is not the property of the Govern- 
ment until the Government has inspected and accepted it? 

Mr. Hayden. No. The Government acquires no proprietary inter- 
est in the material or article contracted for, until it has been com- 
pleted and delivered and accepted by the Government. In other 
words, not until the contractor has fully performed his contract. 
Take, for example, such work as that done on a battleship. The 
Government inspects and passes upon every bit of structural steel and 
every bit of plate which is installed on the vessel. From time to time, 
as materials are produced and installed, payments on account of the 
contract price of the vessel are made to the contractor; but the 
unfinished vessel does not belong to the Government. 

The Government has agreed that the vessel shall be accepted if, upon 
her completion, and delivery she fulfills certain prescribed require- 
ments. If she does not fulfill those requirements the contractor is 
obligated to return to the United States all the moneys that have been 
paid to him, and the United States requires of him a bond to guarantee 
performance of his agreements. So that the Government is assured, 
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in the event of its being obliged to reject the vessel, that it will recover 
its money and any damage that it may have sustained through the 
contractor's failure. 

Mr. Gilbert. That applies to public buildings and everything of 
that nature, but it does not follow from that that a man is not engaged 
in work for the Government. Otherwise there would not be anybody 
working for the Government. 

Mr. Hayden. The act of 1892 said public works. My point is that 
an uncompleted ship, in the possession and control of tne contractor, 
is not a public work. 

Mr. Gilbert. Because the ship does not belong to the Government? 

Mr. Hayden. Because it does not belong to the Government until 
delivery. 

The Acting Chairman. Do you deny the right of the parties to 
change that by contract? Have they not a right to agree in advance,' 
and make a contract, and change that construction of the law? 

Mr. Hayden. Anything not forbidden by the statutory law, or by 
constitutional provision, may be agreed to; but such a thing never has 
been agreed to. 

The Acting Chairman. The proposition here, I understand, is that 
agents and employees of the United States are directed, in their con- 
tracts for supplies which the Government purchases, to make this 
limitation. 

Mr. Gilbert. The two propositions are entirely distinct. One is as 
to whether or not the proprietary interest in the subject-matter upon 
which the work is being done belongs to the Government. All the 
authorities decide that it does not belong to the Government, and that 
it has no proprietary interest in the subject-matter of that work until 
it is inspected and accepted. But it does not follow from that that the 
man who has engaged under the contract to work on a public building 
or ship is not working for the Government. 

Mr. Hayden. The distinction, sir, is clear between work upon a 
public building — a public building on soil which belongs to the Gov- 
ernment — and work done upon a chattel which is to be delivered to 
the Government on completion. Under the well-known legal maxim, 
everything which is affixed to land becomes a part of it as soon as it is 
affixed, a partially completed public building is the property of the 
Government. 

Mr. Gilbert. Whether it complies with the terms of the contract 
or not? 

Mr. Hayden. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. And has no power to reject it? 

Mr. Hayden. It can reject it and order the contractor to remove it 
at his expense. 

Mr. Hughes. The contractor himself can not remove it, though. 

Mr. Hayden. He can not, without the permission of the Govern- 
ment. He would be a trespasser. 

Mr. Hughes. To that extent, then, you think a public building 
diifers from a battleship? 

Mr. Hayden. Yes, sir; and there is a great line of demarcation 
between the act of 1892, which is undoubtedly constitutional, and the 
present bill, which will constitute an invasion of private interests, pri- 
vate rights, and private work. 

The Acting Chairman. I think there is no doubt about the cor- 
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rectness of your position on that; but I would be interested to have 
you cite authority on the proposition that the Government had not a 
right to limit that by contract preceding. 

Mr. Hughes. Yes; that is the point now, it seems to me. 

Mr. Hayden. In the case of Colder v. Bull (3 Datt., 386), one of 
the earliest decisions of the Supreme Court, the soundness of which 
has never been questioned, it was held that an act contrary to the 
great jtrst principle* of the social compact is contrary to the spirit of 
the Constitution and invalid. 

In the case of The Wheeling Bridge and Terminal Rwy. Co. v. Gil- 
more (8 Ohio C. C. R., 658) it was said: 

The doctrine is generally recognized and enforced that every person living under 
the protection of the General Government has the right to follow such occupation or 
industrial pursuit as to him seems fit, provided it is not injurious to the morals, 
•health, safety, or welfare of the public; and such persons, generally, are entitled to 
the equal protection of the laws in respect to person and property; and, as incident 
thereto, the right to employ labor, make contracts in regard thereto, upon such 
terms as may be agreed upon by the parties, and to enforce such contracts when 
made. Ex parte Kilbuck (85 Cal., 274). And the same is true of private corpora- 
tions with respect to the business they are chartered to engage in. 

• Every person has a right under the law, as between himself and his 
fellow-citizens, to the full freedom of disposing' of his own labor or his 
own capital according to his own will. (Allen v. Flood, 23 Appeal 
Cases, 1-75; Toledo Railway Co. v. Pennsylvania Co., 54 Fed. R., 730.) 
Jud^e Taft, in the case of the Bricklayers* Union {23 Law Bulletin, 
60), said: 

Every man can be a capitalist, merchant, employer, laborer, or professional man, 
and is entitled to invest his capital, carry on his business, to bestow his labor, or 
exercise his calling, if within the law, according to his pleasure, generally speaking. 

In the case of City of Seattle v. Smyth et al. (60 Pacific R., 1120), it 
appeared that a complaint had been made against the defendants, 
charging them with a violation of an ordinance of the city of Seattle, 
declaring it unlawful to require or permit any laborer or mechanic to 
work more than eight hours dailv. The defendants demurred. Their 
demurrer was sustained by the lower court. On appeal by the city, 
the supreme court of the State of Washington said: 

Statutes and ordinances similar in character have been held unconstitutional by 
many courts, and we have not been cited to a single case wherein their constitution- 
ality is asserted. The principle upon which they are held to be unconstitutional is 
that they interfere with the constitutional right of persons to contract with reference 
to compensation for their services where such services are neither unlawful nor 
against public policy, nor the employment such as might be unfit for certain classes 
of persons — as females and infante. "Every person sui juris has a right to make use 
of his labor in any lawful employment on his own behalf, or to hire it out in the 
service of others/ This is one of the first and highest of civil rights." (Cooley on 
Torts, 2d ed., p. 326. ) The judgment of the superior court is affirmed. 

The pending bill, if enacted, would be unconstitutional, if for no 
other reason, because it would violate the right of laborers and mechan- 
ics, being free men and citizens, to dispose of their labor as they see 
fit. 

Dr. Lyman Abbott, in his work on the Rights of Man (p. 106), said: 

If any section of society endeavors to prevent any man from working and from 
enjoying the product of his work, that section of society is unjust. If any organiza- 
tion undertakes to prevent any man from working when he will, where he will, for 
whom he will, and at what wages he will, that organization violates the essential 
right of labor. It is not primarily the enemy of labor for every man to work, and 
every man has a right to the product of his industry. 
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President Roosevelt, in his message directed to Congress on Decem- 
ber 3, 1902, said: 

Every employer, every wage worker, must be guaranteed his liberty and his right 
to do as he likes with his property or his labor so long as he does not infringe upon 
the rights of others. 

Where a manufacturer and his employees, agreeing thereto, estab- 
lish a workday of more than eight hours, or of indefinite duration, 
they do not and can not infringe upon the rights of others, provided 
the work does not tend to impair the public health, or create a 
nuisance. The arbitrary discrimination against certain classes of con- 
tractors, notably shipbuilders and manufacturers of products of iron 
and steel, which is contemplated by this bill (see sec. 2), stamps it as 
a measure of unequal operation, and hence unconstitutional. 

Judge Cooley, in his work on torts (second edition, p. 327), says: 

The final test of what is a reasonable regulation must be found in the legislative 
judgment, unless the Constitution has provisions on the subject. What the legisla- 
ture ordains and the Constitution does not prohibit must be lawful. But if the Con- 
stitution does no more than to provide that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, 
or property, except by due process of law, it makes an important provision on the 
subject, because it is an important part of civil liberty to have the right to follow all 
lawful employments. Regulations invidiously framed to exclude persons or classes 
must be held forbidden by the constitutional provision referred to. 

In the case of Conolly v. Union Sewer Pipe Co. (184 U. S., 540), 
there was drawn in question the constitutionality of a statute of Illinois, 
known as the antitrust act of 1893, which, in general terms, prohibited 
combinations to prevent competition in trade or to regulate prices; but 
it contained a clause which excepted from its operation combinations 
for these very purposes if formed by agriculturists and stock raisers. 
Mr. Justice Harlan delivered the opinion of the Court, saying: 

That such a statute is not a legitimate exercise of power of classification rests upon 
no reasonable basis, is purely arbitrary, and clearly denies the equal protection of 
the laws to those against whom it discriminates. 

We conclude this part of the discussion by saying that to declare that some of a 
class engaged in domestic trade or commerce shall be deemed criminals if they 
violate the regulations prescribed by the State for the purpose of protecting the pub- 
lic against illegal competition and to control prices, and that others of the same class 
can not be bound to regard those regulations, but may combine their capital * * * 
is so manifestly a denial of the equal protection of the laws that further or extended 
argument to establish that position would seem to be unnecessary. 

Mr. Gilbert. The Government, under the act of 1892, had to con- 
struct through contractors, just as is contemplated under this bill. The 
Government can not construct a war ship or public buildings by itself. 
Like every corporation, it can only act through its agents, the con- 
tractors. 

Mr. Hayden. Contractors, sir, are not agents. Where the Govern- 
ment enters into contracts for the furnishing of chattels or materials, 
although it may pay for them in part before delivery, the chattels or 
materials do not become its property until delivery. There the con- 
tractor is not the Government's agent. He stands in no such relation 
to it. He is an independent individual, dealing with the Government 
as he would with a private corporation. Such has been the ruling of 
the courts for years and years. In fact, ever since the contractual 
dealings of the Government and its citizens have been subject to review 
by our courts. 

Mr. Gilbert. Certainly, but the point I am making is whether or 
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not there is a distinction between the act of 1892 and the pending bill, 
in so far as its being necessary under both bills for the Government to 
have a contractor who furnishes the ship or public building or public 
work of any kind is concerned. 

Mr. Haydex. I invite your attention to certain language used by 
Mr. Justice Harlan, rendering the opinion of the Supreme Court, in 
the case of Atkins v. Kansas. (191 U. S., 207.) 

Mr. Gilbert. That is a very important thing upon which this con- 
troversy turns. 

Mr. Haydex. I think that the distinction which he makes shows 
precisely the difference between the act of 1892 and the present bill, 
and discloses the grounds upon which the pending bill would be declared 
.unconstitutional. 

Mr. Gilbert. I should be very glad to hear it. 

Mr. Hayden. The facts in that case are doubtless well known to the 
committee. The legislature of Kansas had passed a statute which pro- 
vided that the daily labor performed by laborers employed by the 
State, or by any municipality thereof, should be limited to eight hours* 
and that a laborer should be paid for eight hours' work, the customary 
wage for ten or more hours' labor of like character. Also that: 

Laborers, workmen, mechanics, and others employed bv'contractore or subcon- 
contractors in the execution of any contract or contracts within the State of Kansas, 
or within any county, city, township, or other municipality thereof, shall be deemed 
to be employed by or on behalf the State of Kansas, or by such county, township, etc 

The defendant had, by contract with Kansas City, agreed to make 
repairs on a public street. He made a contract with a laborer by 
which the latter agreed to work ten hours a day, contrary to the express 
prohibition of the statute. He proceeded to require that laborer to 
work more than eight hours a day. The case came on for hearing on 
an agreed statement of facts, which recited these things, and stated 
also that there was nothing in the work prejudicial to health; that 
there was no reason why the laborer could not perform ten hours' 
work of that kind in a day without harmful results. There was no 
auestion about public or individual health, such as that considered by 
tne Supreme Court in the case of Holden v. Hardy (169 U. S., 366). 

Mr. Hughes. That is the Utah decision? 

Mr. Hayden. That is known as the Utah decision. It involved the 
determination of the constitutionality of a State statute, which limited 
the daily work of miners, because such work was found to be prejudi- 
cial to the public health. 

Mr. Hughes. This was a very broad case, and was the last case, as 
I understand it. 

Mr. Hayden. I think not. Its effect was to uphold a regulation 
whereby a State sought to protect the health of its people. In the 
Atkins case Judge Harlan said that no such question was there 
presented. 

He said also: 

No question arose here as to the power of the State, consistently with the Federal 
Constitution, to make it a criminal offense for an employer, in purely private work 
in which the public has no concern, to permit or to require Mb employees to perform 
daily labor in excess of the prescribed number of hours. 

Also: 

As already stated, no such question is presented by the present record, for the 
work to which the complaint refers is that performed on behalf of a municipal cor- 
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poration — not private work for private parties. Whether a similar statute applied 
to laborers or employees in purely private work would be constitutional is a question 
of very large import, which we have no occasion now to determine or even consider. 

No question arose that required a decision respecting the constitu- 
tionality of an act prescribing a limitation of the hours of labor done' 
on purely private work — work done by a contractor in his own behalf 
on materials designed to be delivered to and paid for by the Govern- 
ment. That is the position of every contractor with this Government 
except where the contract deals with the improvement of real estate 
and other public works. 

Mr. Gilbert. Judge Harlan means that where that question affected 
the health of the community, of the children or the women, because 
of unsanitary conditions or environment, then under the police power 
of the State every State has a right to put such restrictions upon labor 
as it sees proper. 

Mr. Hughes. It goes further than that in that case. 

Mr. Hatden. The clause that I have iust quoted, from the opinion 
in the Atkins case, goes further than that, holding that a State can 
make it a penal offense to violate a statute limiting the duration of a 
day's work on "public works." It shows, however, that this is a very 
different thing from an invasion of private rights and interference with 
private work. The latter question was not brought before the Supreme 
Court for consideration, because the work in question was the improve- 
ment of a public street and hence was "public work." In other words, 
the decision did no more than hold that a statute act, like the act of 
1892, is constitutional. 

Mr. Hughes. Did he not say — I am not sure whether it is in that 
decision or whether it is one of the dissenting opinions — that the indi- 
vidual citizen had no inherent right to contract with the Government, 
and that the Government could throw any stipulations around a 
contract that it chose? 

Mr. Hatden. Speaking of this statute, as applied to labor on public 
works, he said: 

We rest our decision upon the broad ground that the work being of a public char- 
acter, absolutely under the control of the State and its municipal agents, acting by 
its authority, it is for the State to prescribe the conditions under which it will permit 
work of that kind to be done. Its action, touching such a matter, is final, so long as 
it does not, by its regulations infringe the personal rights of others, and that has not 
been done. 

The boulevard in question was a public work, wholly within the 
jurisdiction and control of the State of Kansas, being its property or 
the property of the municipality, which was a part of the State. 
Hence the statute as applied to Atkins case and like cases was and 
would be constitutional. The decision can not be supposed to uphold 
the whole statute as constitutional or to sanction its application to con- 
tractors of all classes. If any part of an act or any application of it 
be unconstitutional, that part or that application may be disregarded, 
while full effect may be given to such parts as are valid. (Bank v. 
Dudley, 2 Peters, 492.) The effect of the decision is no more than 
this: An act like the eight-hour law of 1892 is valid. 

That covers your question, sir, 1 believe. 

Mr. Gilbert. There is no controversy about that. 

Mr. Hayden. The distinction between public work and private work 
done under contract for the Government must never be forgotten. 
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Mr. Hughes. Do you not think that the building of a battle ship is 
a public work? 

Mr. Hayden. No: in contracting for a battle ship, the contractor, 
up to the completion and delivery of the vessel, is responsible. 

Mr. Hughes. So is the other. 

Mr. Hayden. The Navy Department contracts for the construction 
and delivery of a battle ship. As work upon the ship progresses, the 
contractor is wholly responsible for the proper performance of that 
work and the safety of tne vessel. She remains his property until the 
proper naval officer steps aboard and says, "I accept this vessel in the 
name of the United States."" 

Mr. Hughes. That is the same thing as the other. 

Mr. Hayden. Now, the contractor is responsible for his work up to 
that very last moment. It is his own. You go to a tailor and order 
a suit of clothes. He is responsible for the proper performance of 
his work up to the delivery of those clothes. Of course you are obli- 

fated to pay for them if they conform to the instructions which you 
ave given. But the suit remains the tailor's property until he deliv- 
ers it to you and you accept it. If the tailor refuses to deliver it, you 
could not obtain possession of it by an action of replevin. In law,*the 
status of a battle ship is no different from that of a suit of clothes. 
It is a chattel. 

Mr. Goebel. Let us assume all that. Do we not come down to a 
question of contract? 

Mr. Hughes. Yes, even assuming that. 

Mr.'tfaOEBEL. Has the Government a right to stipulate in a contract 
what when yo •* do any work for the Government it shall be done in 
eight hours? a* 

Mr. Hayden. Judge Harlan, in this opinion, carefully avoided pass- 
ing upon that question. Other authorities cited go to show that it 
would be contrary to the great first principles of the Constitution. 

Mr. Goebel. I understand; and there is where you seek to draw a 
distinction between that case and the present case. 

Mr. Maddox. 1 would like to make a suggestion. Would not the 
Government have to stipulate that it would accept the work after it 
was done '4 

Mr. Hayden. It would, sir. 

Mr. Hughes. It would not have to. How would it have to? 

Mr. Hayden. In order that private work might take on some sem- 
blance of public work, and in order that a contract with the provisions 
contemplated by this bill might not be an unconstitutional invasion of 
private work, the Government would have to own the various materials 
as they went into the vessel and accept and own the unfinished vessel 
as work upon it progressed. 

Mr. Gilbert. How could the State of Kansas have public work 
done under that act? 

Mr. Hayden. Because the subject-matter of the contract was a 
public street, a boulevard, and the defendant was under contract to 
repair it. 

Mr. Gilbert. And the State was bound to take the work and pay 
for it, whether it complied with the contract or not. 

Mr. Hayden. By no means. 

Mr. Gilbert. Certainly they are. 
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Mr. Hayden. The work pertained to the State exclusively, and it 
had exclusive control of it. If in were not properly done, it could 
reject it altogether and order the contractor to remove it, or could 
accept it and pay leas than the contract price. But it had control of 
the work because it was affixed to the soil and became the property of 
the State as it progressed; whereas a battle ship, being a chattel, 
remains the property of the contractor until it is delivered. The case 
of Clarkson v. Stevens bears me out on that point. 

1 have but one more suggestion. The committee must realize the sea 
of difficulties into which we are plunged by section 2 of this bill, which 
describes certain exceptions to its operation. It is not possible to tell 
where the operation of the bill would begin and where it would end. 

It is provided that a certain clause be inserted in every contract. It 
does not matter whether the clause be inserted in the contract or not. 
Existing law, applicable to the subject-matter of a contract, impliedly, 
forms a part of it. There has been a great deal said concerning the 
exceptions, in hearings before the Senate committee. The chairman 
of that committee has declared to some of the people who have 
appeared — manufacturers of gun carriages and war material that is 
not procurable in the open market and is only salable to the Govern- 
ment — he has declared that a contract for the manufacture of gun 
carriages according to specific designs and of specific material would 
not be covered by tne provisions of this bill. He has declared to manu- 
facturers of dynamos, designed especially for use in public vessels, that 
thev would not be covered by the provisions of this bill. 

*fhe gentlemen went away happy, thinking that they we' ~ safe. 
But I submit that this bill, if enacted, will govern ev^mcontract made 
by this Government for material, supplies, &.id articles of every name 
and nature whatsoever, except such as would, if not delivered to the 
Government, find a sale in the general market. In fact, no articles 
other than those customarily used by individuals or private corpora- 
tions would be excepted. Anything designed especially for Govern- 
ment use would be affected by this bill. Take, for instance, gilt but- 
tons. Gilt buttons are marketable articles. Put hC E Pluribus ilnum " 
or an eagle on a button and you give it an official character and its 
marketability is destroyed. The effect of the bill would be tremen- 
dous. The cost of its enforcement would be great. It would involve 
the employment by the United States of an army of inspectors, at 
enormous expense. If the bill were passed it would greatly increase 
the cost not only of war material and vessels, but of all the things 
required by the Government. It would cripple industry, disturb the 
relations of employers and employees, and without question would for 
the present destroy our foreign trade. 

I submit these observations briefly, because the time allowed me has 
almost expired. Mr. Robert C. Hayden will call the attention of the 
committee to certain matters of importance which should be considered. 

The Acting Chairman. The time of your side has expired. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. Mr. Chairman if I may have but five 
minutes that will suffice. I will not attempt to make an argument. 

The Chairman. Without objection the time will be extended five 
minutes. 

E h 29 
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ARGUMENT OF ME. ROBERT C. HAYDEN, REPRESENTING THE 
CARNEGIE STEEL COMPANY AND OTHER INTERESTS. 

Mr. Robert C. Hayden. Mr. Chairman, when this bill or its prede- 
cessor was pending before the Senate, committee at the last session of 
Congress, a Senator, who was not a member of the committee, became 
interested in the matter, and he wrote to the Chief of the Bureau of 
Construction of the Navy Department (Admiral Bowles), as the man 
most intimate with the construction of naval vessels, which is perhaps 
the most important industry affected under this bill. 

Admiral Bowles's reply to the Senator was the following letter, 
which shows in a brief way his attitude in the matter. He has since 
that time resigned from the Navy, and is now president of the Fore 
River Shipbuilding Company, but this letter was written last year 
when he was the Cnief of the Bureau of Construction: 

Department of the Navy, 
Bureau op Construction and Repair, 

Washington, D. C, February 14, 1903. 
My Dear Senator: Complying with the request contained in yours of the 12th 
instant I have examined H. ft. No. 3076, as reported in the Senate by Mr. McComas, 
with amendments, and known as " the eight-hour bill." 

It does not appear from the printed reports of hearings in the Senate that any testi- 
mony has been taken on the part of tne Government to indicate the effect of this 
bill upon the interests of the Government. I have therefore considered the bill 
with particular reference to the effect of its provisions upon the construction and 
repair of naval vessels, matters which are under my official charge, and also with 

Xrd to the effect upon the shipbuilding industry of the United States, with 
se success the efficiency of the Navy is inseparably connected. The remarks 
which follow are confined to these considerations. 

My objections to the bill are contained in the following points: 

First. The exceptions to its operation, as contained in lines 18 to 23, are too 
vague. They will admit of a great variety of interpretations by executive officers of 
tne Government, the manufacturers concerned, and the labor organizations. These 
will involve the Government in delay, expense, and form a standing invitation to 
strikes and labor troubles. 

Second. So far as the Navy is concerned, there are certain articles, or objects, 
which are clearly within the operation of the law. For instance, the hulls of vessels, 
propelling machinery, boilers, pumps, blowers, and other special appurtenances of 
the machinery, windlasses, steering engines, boat cranes, ammunition hoists, ven- 
tilating blowers, dynamos, motors, means of communication, armor, guns, ammuni- 
tion, all special structural material or materials for armament which can not usually 
be purchased in the open market and which will include structural steel, nickel 
steel, forgings for crank shafts, propeller shafts, rudders, turret mechanism, and a 
long list of other details of a similar character. The cost to the Government of all 
these articles will be largely increased, probably from 15 to 30 per cent of the present 
cost, and the time required for delivery in the same proportion. 

Third. The competition for Government work by private parties will be largely 
diminished by the practical impossibility of simultaneous manufacture of Govern- 
ment and commercial work. This reduction of general competition would inevitably 
result in a great loss of efficiency in naval vessels, which is now promoted by com- 
mercial rivalry and the wide range of inventive talent now at its disposal. 

Fourth. The inevitable tendency would be to force the Government to bnild its 
own 8 hips, to manufacture its armor, guns, steel, forgings, dynamos, engines, and 
blowers in Government establishments. 

Fifth. The number of inspectors and clerical employees of the Government would 
be necessarily increased in order to execute this act. 

Sixth. The indirect additional expense ultimately caused to the Government by 
this act it is impossible to estimate. 

Seventh. The private shipyards in the United States capable of building ocean 
vessels would be crippled if not destroyed by this act. These shipyards and their 
technical staffs have been actually built up and educated by the building of the new 
navy in the last twenty years. Under the operation of this law they would be 
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obliged either to adopt the eight-hour day,' with the impracticable and drastic pro- 
visions of this act, or to give up naval work. Either of these alternatives means the 
practical destruction of their business under the present circumstances. 

It would be easy to proceed and explain in detail under each one of these points 
the detailed considerations upon which these conclusions are based, and I will be 
prepared to do so if desired. These conclusions represent the opinions which I 
should have expressed in the interest of the Government if called upon to testify as 
to the merits of this bill, and you are at liberty to make any use, of them which you 
may think proper. 

Very respectfully, yours, F. T. Bowles, 

Chief of Construction, U. & Navy. 

The Senator to whom that was written requested that his name 
should not appear, as he was not a member of trie committee, and did 
not wish to appear to be interfering in the matter. 

If I may just have a moment more, I would say that when Mr. 
Gompers opened the hearings in this committee a month ago, he 
stated — which is a very positive fact, and well known in many circles — 
that the present eight-nour law, that of 1892, which we have been 
hearing about, is not generally enforced, or that there are many 
instances in which it is not. I took the trouble to make various inqui- 
ries after hearing him make that statement, and, among others, I 
know of a large construction company that is doing quite an extensive 
piece of public work for the Government, which is working ten hours 
every day, and has been ever since the work started. 

Mr. Hughes. I know that, too. 

Mr. Robert Hayden. I asked the engineer in charge how he man- 
aged that, and he said, "Why, the inspector declares an emergency." 
That is on harbor work. Now, if the law is flouted in that fashion, 
how can the Government, which fails to practice what it preaches, 
expect the manufactures to submit to such a law. The Government 
can not set an example to persons 

Mr. Gilbert. Where is that contract to which you refer? 

Mr. Robert Hayden. 1 should prefer not to give the company 
away, sir. That is confidential. 

Mr. Schulteis. I can cite two for the member of the committee 
if he wants them. 

The Acting Chairman. Mr. Gompers, your side has until 1.15 
o'clock. 

ARGUMENT OF MR. SAMUEL GOMPERS, PRESIDENT OF THE 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR. 

Mr. Gompers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: For 
fully twenty years the effort has been made to secure an extension of 
the first action of Congress in regard to the subject of the eight-hour 
law. It is peculiar that the advocates of this bill are met by an oppo- 
sition from those of the employers who have come here and declared 
that the bill is too radical and too far-reaching, having its ramifica- 
tions no one, as they say, can tell where; and, on the other hand, are 
confronted by some friends, who say to us that the bill does not go 
far enough and means very little. 

The first bill that was introduced having for its purpose the exten- 
sion of the eight-hour law to laborers working for contractors and 
subcontractors was intended to fully and specifically provide for those 
workmen whom we believed, and whom we had a right to believe, 
were included in the law of 1892. 
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You will have noticed that the various opinions and decisions, both 
of the Attorneys-General of the United States and of the courts, upon 
the eight-hour law of 1S92 have restricted the meaning of that law. 
The purpose of the bill was to show effectively what was intended by 
the law of 1892, and with time we have sought to extend it to the 
contractors and subcontractors doing work for the Government. 

We have asked Congress for the past eight years to enact a bill of 
this character. The bill has been changed, particularly, by its modify- 
ing features. No opponent of the bill will attempt to* say that its 
features have been extended from the time that it was tirst introduced 
in the Fifty-fifth Congress, at which time it was opposed by Judge 
McCammon and Judge Payson, up to the bill that is now before this 
committee. 

Let me say, gentlemen, that some of the statements made b}* the 
opposition have foundation in fact, particularly those in which "they 
say that the purpose of this bill is to influence the industries of the 
country to come at the earliest possible date upon an eight-hour basis. 
That is one of the primary features and purposes that we have in view. 
We know that the enactment of this bill by Congress will have a ten- 
dency to extend the eight-hour day. 

It will extend it first to those particular workmen exployed by con- 
tractors and subcontractors under the provisions of the law, and it will 
demonstrate to the employers who are operating under the eight-hour 
law the wisdom and the economy of that provision. It will encourage 
the workmen, who will see the'material, the moral, and social advan- 
tages that come from it. 

The opponents to this bill occupy a very peculiar position. Take 
their arguments and statements that have been submitted before this 
committee and before the Senate Committee on Education and Labor, 
and you can make a mental rag carpet out of them. There are scarcely 
two of them who agree upon the same thesis, except that the}' are 
united in opposition to this measure. 

Mr. Hayden. That is because it means trouble. 

Mr. Gompers. No; it does not mean that. It is simply because you 
are at sea mentally, and because you are at fault economical!}', and 
you know nothing of the history of industry. 

When I say "you," I do not mean in the particular person, but I 
am speaking of the aggregated opposition. One urges eloquently 
that the enactment of this bill would mean industrial ruin, because, as 
he says, it would lessen production, increase the cost of production; 
that wages would increase by reason of the reduction in tne hours of 
labor to eight. 

On the other hand, a gentleman comes to you and hysterically declares 
that he represents "all labor," and probably he imagines that he occu- 
pies the position of the lion who has eaten the lamb, and therefore repre- 
sents the lamb [laughter], and in the interest of " all labor" cries out in 
protest against the enactment of this bill because, as he savs, the work- 
men do not want it; that it infringes upon their liberty; that it invades 
their rights; that it curtails their earning power; because, he says, with 
a peculiar philosophy, the more they work the more they will earn; the 
longer hours they work the more wages they will earn. If that posi- 
tion be true, pray how can wages increase by a reduction in the hours 
of labor? Certainly on either one or the other horn of the dilemma 
are our opponents impaled. 
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I shall endeavor to address myself to that feature just a little later; 
hut I want to call your attention to one of the petitions that was 
handed in here by one of the boards of trade, that of the manufactur- 
ers of Trenton, among whom, by the way, I find quite a number who 
are large employers of labor and who are operating almost universally 
under the eiffht-hour day, although some operate nine hours. 

You will nave noticed, I suppose, that the gentlemen who have 
appeared before you in opposition to this bill have all of them come 
from towns representing the " largest and most varied industries of 
all the country." 

New Jersey has not only been very great in her indust ies, but she 
has also been great in her combinations of industry. She has not only 
produced great industries, but great trusts, and she has produced 
some other great works. She has produced some great Congressmen. 

Mr. Hughes. Present company excepted, I suppose. 

Mr. Gompers. The chairman of the committee is not here, and I 
do not want to except him. And in passing 1 may say that the com- 
pliment which our opponents desire to pay me are entirely undeserved. 
This bill ought not to be known as the Grompers Eight Hour Bill. I 
think, and I know, that the honor rightfully belongs to the chairman 
of this committee, the Hon. John J. Gardner, of New Jersey. 

That means not simply the bill under consideration, but the essence 
of the bill, the fundamental feature of the bill; for to his lasting credit 
I want to say that it was he who gave to the representatives of labor, 
as well as to the Committee on Labor, of which ne was then a member, 
the thought of placing, as a feature in the contracts of the Govern- 
ment witn the contractors, the means bv which the eight-hour law 
could be enforced and the purpose of the eight-hour law could be 
extended. For that reason I want to have the honor placed where the 
honor properly belongs. 

Mr. Goebel. 1 am glad you have made that statement, because 
Brother Sulzer was here the other day and he seemed to think that he 
was entitled to the honor. 

Mr. Gompers. That bill, containing the fundamental feature in a 
more extensive form, was founded upon the idea expressed by Mr. 
Gardner before he was chairman of the Committee on Labor, and 1 
may say — well, I am taking up my time, and I can not go into that 
now. 

You will notice in this petition a statement made by some of the 
manufacturers of Trenton, in which they say that the enactment of 
this bill would be a u dangerous and destructive interference, finan 
dally," not only from the adoption of the bill, but even from " a par- 
tially favorable consideration of the bill before you." 

In other words, if the members of this committee and Congress 
should simply squint at the law it would mean financial destruction of 
the industries. 

They speak of the requirement of a week's process in some instances 
in the preparation of material, which must be continuous. 1 wonder 
whether these gentlemen intended to convey to the committee the idea 
that it was necessary for men to be in continuous charge of a machine, 
or work at a machine, or at a given product, for a whole week. If 
they do not mean that, they indicate then that, after the expiration of 
the nine or ten hours' work, these men can leave and others take 
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charge of it; and I submit that there can be no arbitrary time set 
when it would be dangerous to leave a product, and another time arbi- 
trarily set when it would be less dangerous to leave it. In other 
words, if, at the end of ten hours a change of men in charge of a proc- 
ess of work occurs and the process still goes on, and another takes 
charge without detriment to tne machine, or the process, or the prod- 
uct, no man can impose upon the intelligence of this cofnmittee and 
say that it would be detrimental, or injurious, or dangerous to the 
process or to the product if the change occurred at the end of an 
eight-hour workday. 

They charge that this bill is " injurious, impractical, non- American, 
and anarchistic." I should imagine that if such flagrant and flippant 
terms and such epithets are to be applied to honored Congressmen, 
to the members of the Committee on Labor of three past Congresses, 
and to the members of the House of Representatives who have upon 
three different occasions passed this bill, with features in it broader 
than those of the present oil 1, we can afford to rest under the imputa- 
tion when coming from such a thoughtless source. 

They speak of the " eight-hour day, which means a ten-hour wage;" 
and yet in the second sentence after that statement they argue that the 
enactment of that law would make '"the life of the man who desires 
to labor and accumulate as uncomfortable as it must in time prove 
unremunerative." 

You will observe that in the first part they claim that it would mean 
an eight-hour workday, " which means a ten-hour wage," and, about 
twenty lines after, they say that the eight-hour workday would prove 
uncomfortable and un remunerative. 

They say that " We are unalterably opposed to the eight-hour bill." 

Gentlemen, I do not know why the % y should be opposed to it, for it 
can not be, as they allege, and as others have alleged, that it would 
destroy industries and ruin them financially. They say as follows: 

The cost of manufacture can not be advanced without the loss of these foreign 
markets, which in turn might deprive them 

Meaning the workmen 

Of employment. 

Now mark you this. We were met by our opponents years ago 
when we advocated the eight-hour rule, with the statement that " We 
are building up, and we want to build up our foreign markets. Do 
not hamper us with eight-hour laws." Now, that they have built up 
their foreign markets they say: * fc We have built up our foreign mar- 
kets now; we have got them built up; do not reduce the hours of labor 
for fear we will lose the foreign markets." 

But the hours of labor of our workmen have been reduced within 
the past twenty years. Many industries have gone upon the nine- 
hour basis, and a large number upon the eight-hour basis. Have our 
foreign markets been reduced or nurt? Wages have increased. Have 
we failed in building up our foreign markets? Let us see. 

1 have here before mo a Statistical Abstract of the United States, 
1903, twenty-sixth number, issued by the Department of Commerce 
and Labor, and only just made public, in which a table .of figures is 
prepared showing the total exports of the United States from 1893 to 
1903, inclusive. 
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The total exports were: 

In 1893 $876,108,781 

In 1894 825,102,248 

In 1895 824,860,136 

In 1896 1,005,837,241 

In 1897 1,099,700,045 

In 1898 1,255,546,266 

In 1899 1,275,467,971 

In 1900 • 1,477,946,113 

In 1901 1,465,375,860 

In 1902 1,360,705,935 

In 1903 1,484,681,995 

Showing, gentlemen, that in ten years the exports from the United 
States increased nearly 100 per cent, and this during a period when 
wages were higher and the hours of labor of workmen less in the 
United States than at any time in the history of the country. 

As a matter of fact tHe United States is now the largest exporting 
country on the face of the globe, and Great Britain is the second. This 
fact goes to show that only in those countries where the hours of labor 
are least and where wages are highest is it possible for employers of 
labor to successfully compete in the markets of the world. 

This opposition is either a refusal on the part of men who have 
become accustomed to accepted conditions to consent to a change, or 
it is a lamentable want of knowledge and foresight. I do not know 
an employer on the continent of America who has for any length of 
time operated his plant under the eight-hour workday who would 
want to go back to either the nine or the ten hour workday. There 
have been instances not only in our own country but even in far-off 
Russia where in a great plant the eight-hour workday has been tried 
as an experiment, and in every case, when operated fairly and given a 
thorough, good test for a period of a year or two, the employer has 
demonstrated beyond question not only its wisdom, but its economy 
and advantage to all. I challenge the opposition to show at some time 
(not before a great public gathering, but before a few intelligent gen- 
tlemen) one instance where the eight-hour workday has been in opera- 
tion in any great industry for two years, where the employers went 
or want to go back to the nine or the ten hour day. 

I see my time rushing along, and I have only started what I want to 
present and what is in my mind to say. I shall therefore have to 
confine myself to a few statements in preference to arguments. 

Mr. Spalding. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. (tompers. Certainly. 

Mr. Spalding. We have heard considerable on the other side about 
this act being unconstitutional. Are you prepared, or have you anyone 
who is, to discuss the opposite proposition? 

Mr. Gompers. We assert that it is constitutional. We believe it is 
constitutional. We have consulted some of the very best lawyers in 
the country, who have declared that it is absolutely constitutional and 
within the limits and powers of Congress. You will have noticed that 
we have come before you as laymen. We have brought before you 
some men who work at their trades, and others who have graduated 
from the workshop by the suffrage of their fellow-workmen, who have 
asked them to be their spokesmen and advocates in all matters affect- 
ing their interests. W e, either fortunately or unfortunately, have 
not our diplomas on parchment. 
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Whatever diplomas we have rest upon the good will and the confi- 
dence of our fellow-workmen. We are not learned in the law, but 
we know the matters of industry. There is not a man who ha* 
appeared before this honorable committee in support of this measure 
who has not been emploved at his trade from fifteen to more than 
twenty-five jrears, myself among them. I have worked at my trade 
for twenty-six of my fifty-four years of life. We know something 
about industry. We know what work means. We know what indus- 
trial affairs mean. We know the industrial conditions. We know 
something of economy, and we know something of the principles of 

fovernment. We know something of the principles of justice; we 
now something of the sufferings of our people, and we know their 
aspirations and their hopes. W e seek to voice them, and we leave 
it to the gentlemen in Congress to formulate them into law. 

There nas never been a proposition before the Congress of the 
United States, and there has never been a proposition before any of 
the legislatures of our several States, having for its effect the lifting 
of one slight burden from the shoulders of labor, that has not been 
required to run the gauntlet of the lawyers who have always flung the 
Constitution in our faces. 

I do not believe and I can not be persuaded into the belief that a 
beneficial measure that will afford relief to the people of the country 
can be unconstitutional. Since the Constitution was adopted, gentle- 
men, a number of changes have occurred, and we have found that at 
times it was necessary to change the Constitution by amendments. I 
insist that this bill is constitutional. I believe that it is. 1 have been 
assured upon high authority that it is. 

Gentlemen, let me say this in connection with that feature. Industry 
has developed, industrial conditions have changed, and industry can 
not go backward. You can not turn the wheels of industry to the 
point they occupied when the Constitution was adopted, and if there 
oe any change which must occur, it 'must be to conform to the new 
industrial conditions. For I repeat, the industrial conditions can not 
be turned back a century and a auarter. 

The question of overtime has been discussed, and it has been stated 
that the men will be deprived of overtime should this law be enacted. 
When the first movement was begun, before arriving at an agreement 
with the employers for a shorter workday, the question of overtime 
was not thought of. 

Men very seldom learn except by experience. Soon after, the 
employer saw the opportunity of increasing the hours of labor by the 
offer of overtime. The men felt that it was necessary for them to 
accept it in order not to incur the displeasure of the employers, and 
they worked overtime. After awhile the overtime was the rule, and 
the lengthened workday was an accomplished fact. It then became 
the rule to penalize overtime, and since then the provision for over- 
time has meant really its limitation, and in manv instances its prohibi- 
tion. It is only to limit it or to prohibit it that the provisions for 
overtime are made in the agreements of the unions with employers, 
and it is not, as our opponents would try too convey to you, an indication 
that the unions favor overtime, or that the workmen do individually. 

Mr. Goebel. Mr. Gompers, overtime, as I understand, is time over 
a fixed period of time. 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Goebel. Do I understand you to say that labor unions are 
opposed to the right of any man to contract for any longer time? 

Mr. Gompers. They are opposed to a longer workday, brought about 
by any method. 

Mr. Goebel. Than an eight-hour day? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Goebel. But that is not an answer to the question. Do I under- 
stand that the laborer would want an infringement of his right to labor 
longer, if he desired? 

Mr. Gompers. Let me say this, as an evidence. The craft in which 
I spent twenty-six years operated very peculiarly; or rather, not so 
peculiarly after all when one considers their unorganized and chaotic 
condition. The men worked any time thev pleased. 

Mr. Hughes. Nobody infringed upon their rights in those days? 

Mr. Gompers. Nohoay infringed upon their right to work in those 
days. They worked from early morning until late at night. Nobody 
infringed upon their right to work. The union said not a word.. 
Very Tittle of a union existed, and that which existed had not taken 
any action as to the hours of labor. The result of which was that the 
men in the trade were the worst paid of any craft of which I know. 
They were the most demoralized, the most unreliable and shiftless set 
of men of any trade of which I know. 

In 1884 the organization, in convention, considered the question of 
limiting the hours of labor to ten per day. I should say that the 
proposition for any such matter must come, not by delegate from an 
organization, but from the organization itself making the proposition — 
in other words, the essential features of the initiative. The proposi- 
tion to limit the hours of labor of the members of our organization 
to ten per day was considered in the convention and adopted, and 
then a refendum vote was taken of the members. 

Two years afterwards we met by the same method, and a proposi- 
tion to establish the eight-hour workday for the members of our craft 
was made, discussed, and adopted by tfie convention, and referred to 
a referendum vote. 

The proposition to reduce the hours of labor from ten to eight was 
adoptea by a much, larger majority than the first proposition to limit 
the nours of labor to ten; the reason of it being that those who worked 
without interference of any union, or regulation of any kind, had 
become so accustomed to that "freedom" to swelter and squalor, that 
they had not intelligence enough to vote in their own interests; but 
two years of a limitation of their hours of labor to ten per day had so 
demonstrated its benefits to them that thev gladly voted to limit it to 
eight hours per day; and mark you, gentlemen, this was not an indus- 
try paid bj^ the day, where men receive "ten hours' pay for eight 
hours' work," and all that sort of thing, but it was a trade in which 
piecework is the universal rule. So that the men presumably reduced 
their wages by reducing their hours of labor; that is, they did not get 
ten hours' pay. But they did get higher prices per piece verj r soon 
after. 

Mr. Hughes. The cigar makers, as I understand it, Mr. Gompers, 
are regarded as more nearly approaching ideal conditions than any 
other craft. Is not that true? 

Mr. Gompers. I ought to have added that the set of men, whose 
condition I have attempted to convey to you as prevailing before the 
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limitation of the hours of labor by the organization, are everywhere 
regarded now as self-respecting, intelligent men and citizens, whose 
earning power is better to-day than it was during those periods of which 
I speak, when they were uninterfered with and when they had liberty 
to work as many hours as they wished. Their organization to-day is 
most economically conducted and most intelligently administered. 

It is almost automatic in character, the initiative and referendum 
obtaining in it not only in the nomination and election of its officers, 
but in the adoption of a resolution, the change of a law or the consti- 
tution of the organization, etc. As regards the benefits paid, not 
merely in controversies and in strikes, but also for benevolent and pro- 
tective purposes, we have expended nigh on $6,000,000 within the 
past fifteen years. 

Mr. Goebel. I do not want to interrupt you, but 1 am afraid you 
did not quite get my question. My idea as a legislator is to look at 
the provisions of the bill that we are to recommend. One of the provi- 
sions of this bill will absolutely prohibit a man from working longer 
than eight hours. 

Mr. Hughes. Except in cases of emergency. 

Mr. Goebel. Except, of course, in cases of emergency. What I 
want to know is, whether the interests that you represent, desire a 
limitation of their right to labor longer than eight hours, if by con- 
tract it could be made so? 

Mr. Gompers. 1 would say that we want the hours of labor reduced, 
and we want no overtime. We want no man to have even the oppor- 
tunity of overtime — we put- it strongly — unless there be an extraor- 
dinary emergency, as already indicated in the provisions of the bill and 
as already stated by others before this committee. 

Let me say, too, in further answer to this question, that in any given 
industry operated under modern conditions, a man can not find oppor- 
tunity for overtime. Men are employed for eight hours, and at the 
end of eight hours other men take their places. If plants operate 
sixteen, or twenty -four hours and have two shifts of men, thev change 
at twelve hours. If the plant operates ten hours a day, tfiey close 
down at the end of the ten hours, and no man can get a chance to 
work overtime in any modern industrial plant, even if he wants to. 

Mr. Goebel. Overtime, as I said before, means time over above a 
limited time. Let me suppose a case where a contractor having Gov- 
ernment work to do, would say to his men, "Let us agree here that 
you work ten hours instead of eight, or nine hours instead of eight," 
This bill would absolutely prohibit that. It would therefore, of 
course, infringe upon the inherent right every man has to labor as 
long as he pleases, and to make such a contract as be pleases, in any 
operation or any line. What I am trying to get at is, in such an 
instance or such a case, do you contend that they should not have the 
right to enter into such a contract? 

Mr. Gompers. Yes, sir. 

I think another point upon which the opposition agree is that they 
want to be let alone. It was almost a piteous plea that they made. 
They want to be let alone. Some men who have come away from 
their mother countrj 7 and who have joined their fortunes with the 
people of our own, and who in their own country were raising their 
voices for the same relief and same redress, were met in their own 
countries by the same cry, " they wanted to be let alone." They come 
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here and enjoy advantages that are, and have been, most fortunate, 
and now, when the workmen ask for some relief, they, too, join in the 
cry, " 4 We want to be let alone. We do not ask any special favors 
from you, but we want to be let alone." They do not ask for any 
special favors from you except when they want some subsidy or some 
tariff legislation, or some other kind of legislation. Then they do not 
want to be let alone, and the} 7 do not let you alone. 

1 am not making an argument against either one or the other at this 
time. That is not the question; out they want to be let alone. In 
what? When Great Britain held the colonists in her grip, and France 
made up her mind to try to help the struggling men wno wanted to 
build a new nation, Great Britain wanted to oe let alone. When 
chattel slavery existed in the South, and the voices of men were raised 
appealing to God and man for human freedom, the slave master wanted 
to oe let alone. Spain in her grinding of Cuba and other colonies 
wanted to be let alone from the interference of the great American 
people. The dog that is gnawing at a bone wants to be let alone. 
The gourmand wants to be let alone. The modern Moloch who is 
grinding the very bones of the toilers of to-daj* wants to be let alone. 

I want to say to you, gentlemen, that they will not be let alone. I 
want to say to the organization of the Manufacturers' Association, who 
have an unreasonable and unreasoning man or a few men at the head 
who have no conception of the rights of men or of modern industrial 
conditions, and to the Antiboycott Association, which has a powerful 
mind controlling it, whether it has a real or an imaginary existence, to 
the detective agencies hired to spy, betray, and lie about labor and 
labor men, the efforts to outlaw the organizations of labor, the efforts 
to force men who are as honorable, as honored, and as patriotic citi- 
zens of this country as any there be, to improper, impractical, or 
un-American action or expressions will not succeed, lou will not 
make anarchists of American organized workmen. You may make 
unorganized workmen desperate and make them do the things that 
may give you the seeming provocation to invoke the prejudices of 
men, but we have tasted freedom. Men may be kept in servitude and 
slavery from infancy to the grave and never know what freedom means: 
but we have tasted freedom through organized and united effort, and 
you can not make slaves of men wno have once tasted freedom. You 
can not take away from them the freedom that they enjoy through 
their united effort. 

The organizations of labor have reduced the hours of labor, to the 
advantage of the workmen and without detriment to the employers, 
and with advantage to the whole community. 

It is a mistake to say that production is curbed or reduced when the 
hours of labor are shortened. The whole history of industry demon- 
strates the reverse. Even so competent an authoritv as Mr. Cramp, 
the head of the Cramp Shipbuilding Company, of Philadelphia, before 
the Senate Committee on Education and Labor, I think, or before the 
House Committee on Labor — I am not sure which, but the hearings 
will show — stated that the Russian Government wanted a battle ship 
built, and asked for bids, and that the French shipbuilders offered to 
build the ship in five years. Cramp received the contract and built it 
in thirty months— the words "thirty months" were used by Mr. 
Cramp— at a lesser cost than the French shipbuilders offered to build 
it for. 
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I want to say a word or two- 



Mr. Goebel. You have heard the charge made that this bill i8 an 
invasion of personal liberty and the right of contract. What do you 
say about that? 

Mr. Gompers. As a matter of fact, freedom of contract of the indi- 
vidual workman is impaired now. It does not exist, except in theory. 
The individual workman has not the opportunity to freelv contract 
with his employer in modern industry. The principle involved is the 
joint bargain between associated workmen and the eraplover, for labor 
and the hours of labor, rather than to give the employer the jug-handle 
advantage of using his accumulated wealth, his position, power, and 
ability to wait, as against the empty stomach of the workman and the 
expectant stomachs of his wife and children. 

Mr. Goebel. Do you claim it is not an invasion of that right, or do 
you claim the circumstances justify it? 

Mr. Gompers. I mean to say that that right does not exist, practi- 
cally and actually. I mean to say that modern industry has robbed 
the workmen of their industrial individuality. The division, subdi- 
vision, and specialization of industry to-da> makes it so that a man 
only performs one insignificant part of the great whole, whether that 
be a great big machine or a battle ship, a pair of shoes, a coat, a hat, 
or bread. I am told that in this city the bread industry is divided, by 
reason of the use of machines, into 8 different branches — in the making 
of a loaf of bread. 

A gentleman forcibly stated some time ago a fact which I think may 
bear repetition. It was that he favored an eight-hour workday because 
it was a human advantage as well as a great industrial and social advan- 
tage; that if you want to get all the work you could out of a man 
immediately, the best thing would be perhaps to work him for twenty- 
four hours, and in two days you would have him " all in," and all out 
of him that you could get out of him; but if you want to work a man 
for five or six years, work him about sixteen hours a day; if you want 
to work him for ten years, work him about eleven hours a day; if you 
want to work him for about fifteen years, work him ten hours a day or 
nine hours a day. But when you want the very best that can be gotten 
out of a man, during the whole great increasing lifetime, work him 
eight hours. 

I have not the statistics with me now, but I might say to you, gen- 
tlemen, that in several of our craft organizations they have proved 
that the lives of the members of these crafts have been prolonged from 
five to eight years by reason of the fact of a reduction in the hours of 
labor. Men have grown in stature by an inch or two by reason of 
reduction in their hours of labor. 

We have been told that lawyers work longer hours than eight, that 
they work twelve, fourteen, and sixteen hours a day. So they do, at 
times; but I believe that as a rule the entire legal profession enjoys 
rather an extended vacation, and that at other periods they have longer 
hours for recuperation. But in any event, it was stated very fairly 
yesterday, I think, before the committee, that if more workmen were 
given the chance they might become lawyers, too, and if lawyers would 
reduce the hours of their labor there would be more to go around, and 
perhaps some lawyers might very profitably become bricklayers and 
earn $±.50 a day. (Laughter.) 

May I say this? I will not occupy more than a few minutes longer. 
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When this bill was first introduced, the miners generally worked, 
when they did work, ten, twelve, and more hours a day. To-day it is 
almost the universal rule that miners work eight hours. 

Some statement has been made in regard to inspectors who might 
pass work that was produced in violation of the provisions of this law 
should it be enacted. I want to call attention to the fact that in Cali- 
fornia and at other points the inspectors of the seal fisheries have been 
employed by the Government for a number of years; and every seal, 
male and female, large and small, is counted and accounted for, and 
in all the period of years under the operations of the law there has 
never been a discrepancy of one by even a clerical error. 

Some men are so accustomed to deal in money matters, and to meas- 
ure men and things upon money values, that they can not compre- 
hend that some men are honest, and that some men have a higher 
regard for duty than mere money. 

I realize that the time is up, and I only want to say one word more 
in conclusion, gentlemen. That is as to the imputation that the men 
who have appeared here in favor of this bill do not represent the 
sentiment, the wishes, the hopes, and the wants of labor. If we do 
not, pray who does ( Where do these men get their authority to speak 
for workmen ? 

The members of Congress receive their authority from the untram- 
meled expression of the voters of their respective districts or States. 
If there be any who do not participate in the election, it is not their 
fault. It does not vitiate their credentials to help their districts or 
States. It is the constant effort of the men active in the labor move- 
ment to secure the largest possible attendance at our meetings, and 
penalize by fine the absentees. 

I know, beyond cavil, that wherever workmen have come together 
at any gathering of any sort where thej r were to discuss their own 
conditions— the conditions of industry — and the hope that they had for 
anything in the future, they have always been in favor of a reduction 
of their daily hours of toif. The old National Labor Union had its 
foundation upon the eight-hour proposition. The Knights of Labor 
stood for the eight-hour workday. 

Every local union of any trade in any part of the country "always 
declared in favor of a shorter workday. Every national or inter- 
national union in America has stood for the shorter workday; every 
central body of organized workmen, every State branch of organized 
workmen has stood for the shorter workday. The American Federa- 
tion of Labor has from the time of its inception in 1881 stood for the 
eight-hour workday. 

Soon after its formation it came before Congress and succeeded in 
having a Senate committee appointed to inquire into the conditions of 
industry, and I invite your attention to the testimony taken bv the 
Senate Committee on Education and Labor, of which the Hon. Henry 
W. Blair was chairman, for proof of what I say. There has never 
been a gathering of workmen anywhere in America that has not 
declared for the eight-hour day. 

Gentlemen of the committee, we ask you to report this bill favora- 
bly, and to not only do that, but to press it to enactment before this 
session of Congress shall adjourn. We have been appealing to Con- 
gresses for many years. We have been pleading, asking, urging, and 
arguing in favor of this measure. We believe it is just; we know it 
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is just; we know it is fair; we know it will result to the advantage of 
our people. It will impair no vital principle. It will be helpful in 
the uplifting process of the wage- workers of our country, and you can 
do nothing that will help them that will not help all our people. The 
fears that our opponents express are unfounded. 

The legal arguments which thev hurl against this bill are farfetched, 
and you will observe that when defeated in one contention, they go to 
another. At the outset it was argued by the secretary of the Anti- 
Boycott Association that the bill was unconstitutional, because the 
contractor could not impose a condition upon a subcontractor, a party 
with whom the Government had no dealing; and when it was pointed 
out by the committee, first, that it was a condition which now obtained 
in contracts, and, secondly, that it could be made a feature of the con- 
tract, and that the bill specially aimed to reach that point, they come 
to you with the next contentions this morning. We have tried to take 
as little as we possibly could of the committee's attention because of 
the large amount of testimony that had been elicited before the various 
committees of previous Congresses. We trust that the bill will receive 
your favorable attention and that we may be in a position to report to 
our fellow- workmen and to the people generally that we have not again 
been disappointed. I thank you, gentlemen. 

The committee thereupon adjourned subject to the call of the 
chairman. 



Resolutions favoring the proposed legislation received. 

Amalgamated Association of Street Railway Employees of America, Division No. 192, 

Oakland, Cal. 
American Federation of Musicians, St. Louis, Mo. 
American League of Independent Workmen, Spokane, Wash. 
Amalgamated Leather Workers Union of America, Local No. 2, Olean, N. Y. 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workman of North America, Cleveland, 

Ohio. 
Amalgamated Sheet Metal Workers, Local No. 185, of the Oranges, Orange, N. J. 
Amalgamated Woodworkers, District Council, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Iron City Lodge, No. 179, Pittsburg, Pa. 
Brotherhood of Painters and Paper Hangers of America, Local No. 277, Atlantic 

City, N. J. 
Bookkeepers and Accountants' Union, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Central Labor Council, Manitowoc, Wis. 
Central Labor Union: 

Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Franklin Falls, N. H. 
Central Trades and Labor Council, Hartford City, Ind. 
Central Labor Union: 

Kane, Pa. 

Owensboro, Ky. 

Plymouth, Pa. 

Pottstown, Pa. 

Pottsville, Pa. 

Stamford, Conn. 

Toledo, Ohio. 

Vineland, N. J. 
Clothing Cutters' Union, Local No. 5, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Cigar Makers' International Union: 

McSherrytown, Pa., No. 316. 

Ottumwa, Iowa, No. 223. 

Pontiac, Mich., No. 463. 
Chicago Nailers' Union No. 2, Chicago, 111. 
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Central Trades and Labor Council: 

Duboise, Pa. 

Zanesville, Ohio. 
Central Trades and Labor Union, St. Augustine, Fla. 
Commercial Telegraphers' Union, Local No. I, Chicago, 111. 
Central Labor Council: 

Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Ashtabula, Ohio. 

Bedford, Ind. 

Jamestown, N. Y. 

Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Central Labor Union: 

Burlington, Vt. 

Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Duquoin, 111. 

Elkhart, Ind. 

Emporia, Kans. 

Findlay, Ohio. 

Fremont, Ohio. 

Iola, Kans. 

Jamestown, N. Y. 

Lorain, Ohio. 

Mead vi lie, Pa. 

Norfolk, Va. 

Leominster, Mass. 

Waterbury, Conn. 

Westerly, R. I. 

Woonsocket, R. I. 

Waterbury, Conn. 
Central Trades Council, Mobile, Ala. 
Central Trades and Labor Assembly, Centralia, 111. 
Central Trades Assembly, Washington, Pa. 
Dozer, Charles O., Zanesville, Ohio. 
Electrical Workers' Union No. 31, Duluth, Minn. 
Electrical Workers Helpers' Union No. 10510, Tampa, Fla. 
Electrotvpers Union No. 36, St. Louis, Mo. 
Federal Labor Union: 

Boise, Idaho, No. 9650. 

Burlington, Vt, No. 10279. 

Chillicothe, Ohio, No. 6876. 

Glens Falls, N. Y., No. 8962. 

Griffin, Ind., No. 1077. 

Heppner, Oreg., No. 11488. 

Hoquiam, Wash., No. 11069. 

Kalamazoo, Mich., No. 9720. 

Marshall, Mich. 

Mascoutah, 111., No. 5769. 

Middleburv, Vt. 

Mount Carmel, 111., No. 9418. 

Nashville, Tenn., No. 10019. 

Rutland, Vt, No. 9636. 

San Pedro, Cal., No. 8921. 

Santa Cruz, Cal., No. 10086. 

Streator, 111., No. 7187. 

Tavlor, Tex., No. 10257. 

Trenton, 111., No. 8620. 

Wilmington, N. C, No. 11505. 

Fort Wayne, Ind. 

Brooklyn, N. Y., No. 11346. 

Duluth, Minn. 

Port Huron, Mich. 

Law ton, Okla. 
Galveston Labor Council, Galveston, Tex. 
Galvanizing and Helpers' Union, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Gardeners' and Florists' Union No. 10610, Chicago, 111. 
Gas Workers' Union: 

Oakland, Cal., No. 10678. 

Providence, R. I., No. 10036. 
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General Engravers' Union No. 10668, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Glass-Bottle Blowers' Association: 

Milwaukee, Wis., Branch No. 15. 

Sharpsburg, Pa., Branch No. 76. 

St. Louis, Mo., Branch No. 5. 

Zanesville, Ohio, Branch No. 20. 
House Movers' Union, Omaha, Nebr. 

Insulation and Asbestos Workmen's Union No. 6918, Boston, Mass. 
International Association Bridge and Structural Iron Workers, No. 36, Eaeton, Pa. 
International Association of Machinists: 

Augusta, Ga., Trades Council. 

Easton, Pa., Columbia Lodge, No. 261. 
International Association of Paper Makers, Local No. 7, Palmer Falls, N. Y. 
International Brotherhood of Paper and Pulp Makers, No. 22, Sandy Hill, N. Y. 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters: 

Buffalo, N. Y., Joint Council. 

New York, Local Union No. 506. 

New York, Local Union No. 584. 

New York, Local Union No. 607. 

New York, Local Union No. 708. 

San Francisco, Cal., Local Union. 
International Union Amalgamated Wood Workers : 

Chicago, 111. 

Denver, Colo., Local No. 3. 
International Longshoremen, Marine, and Transport Workers' Association, Cleve- 
land, Ohio. 
International Union of Shipwrights, Joiners, and Caulkers, Local No. 31, Jerwv 

City, N. J. 
International United Brotherhood of Leather Workers: 

Bloomington, 111. 

California, Mo., No. 116. 

Chicago, 1)1. 

Columbus, Oh. 

Fairburn, Ga. 

Fort Wayne, Ind. 

Hoschton, Ga., Brr. k' Vo. 7*. 

Janesville, Wis., Branch' No. 39. 

Knoxville, Tenn., Branch. "■ 

Lexington, Ky., Branch No. 129. 

Lincoln, Nebr., Branch No. 29. 

Louisville, Kv., Branch No. 14. 

Quincy, 111., branch No. 26. 

Randolph, Mass., Branch No. 119. 

Seymour, Ind., Branch No. 76. 
International Laundry Workers' Union, Monumental Local No. 108, Baltimore, Md. 
International Union Paper Box Workers No. 2, New York. 
International Union Steam Engineers, Local No. 231, Akron, Ohio. 

Belleville, 111., No. 13. 

Chicago, 111., No. 69. 

Chicago, 111., No. 85. 

Cincinnati, Ohio, No. 18. 

Cumberland, Md., No. 157. 

Denver, Colo., No. 1. 

Duluth, Minn., No. 15. 

East St. Louis, 111., No. 149. 

Fort Wavnc, Ind., No. 19. 

Glens Falls, N. Y., No. 112. 

Ioia, Kans., No. 218. 

Jamestown, Cal., No. 225. 

Johnsonburg, Pa., No. 102. 

Joliet, 111., No. 29. 

Keokuk, Iowa, No. 242. 

Lincoln, Nebr. 

Martins Ferry, Ohio, No. 172. 

Minneapolis, Minn., No. 34. 

Peoria, 111., No. 8. 

Philadelphia, Pa., No. 104. 
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International Union Steam Engineers, Local No. 115, South Chicago, 111., 

Pittsburg, Pa., No. 66. 

Saginaw, Mich. 

San Francisco, Cal., No. 59. 

Worcester, Mass., No. 78. 

Youngs town, Ohio, No. 97. 
Iron Moldere' Union, Local No. 31, Detroit Mich. 

Duluth, Minn., No. 315. 

Philadelphia, Pa., No. 111. 
Journeymen Stonecutters' Association, Kasota, Minn., branch. 

Mankato, Minn., branch. 
Journeymen Tailors' Union, Local No. 13, Providence, R. I. 
Journeymen Horseshoers' Union, Local No. 7, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Labor Council No. 1, Houston, Tex. 

San Francisco, Cal. 

Santa Rosa, Cal. 
Laborers' Protective Union, Fremont, Ohio, No. 10842. 

St. Louis, Mo., No. 10998. 

Stockton, Cal., No. 10284. 
Lake County Trades and Labor Council, Painsville, Ohio. 
Labor Council, Githonia, Ga. 
Labor Union, Salina, Kans., Federal No. 10943. 

Savannah, Ga., Local No. 65. 
Labor Council, Los Angeles, Cal. 
Millers' Union No. 27, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Metal Trades Council, St. Louis, Mo. 

Miners, Millers, Musicians, Mine Managers' Assembly, Harrisburg, 111. 
National Union Shipwrights, Joiners, and Caulkers, Algiers, La., Local 22. 

McKeesport, Pa., Local No. 45. 

Memphis, Tenn., Local No. 64. 

Paducah, Ky., Local No. 8. 

Tampa, Fla., Local No. 60. 
Oilcloth and Linoleum Printers' Union No. 1053O, New Y"i .or' " 
Order of Railroad Telegraphers, Auborn, R. I., i'luvidenco Division, No. 35. 

Baltimore, Md., Baltimore Division, No. 17. 

Breese, 111., St. Louis Division, No. 2. . A . . . v 

Delta, Ohio, L. S. and M. P. bystem Division, fto. 129. 

Ollie, Iowa, Oskaloosa Division No. 71. 

Perry, Iowa, C, M. and St. P. R. R., Perry Division No. 114. 

Philadelphia, Pa., Philadelphia Division, No. 102. 

Rosendale, Wis., W. C. System, Division No. 121. 

St. Louis, Mo., Missouri Pacific System, Division No. 31. 

St. Paul, Minn., Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway, Division No. 107. 
Pattern Makers' Association, St. Louis, Mo. 
Quarry Workers' International Union, Barre, Vt. 
Retail Clerks' International Protective Association: 

Denver, Colo. 
' Hartford City, Ind. 

Pendleton, Oreg., Local No. 576. 
Railroad employees of Norfolk and Western Railroad, West Appomattox, Va. 
Richmond borough Building Trades Council, Staten Island. • 

Rockland Central Labor Union, Rockland, Mass. 
Rolling Mill Helpers and Laborers' Union, Woodlawn, Ala. 
Ship and Steamboat Joiners' Union: 

San Francisco, Cal., No. 21. 

Madison, Ind., Local No. 66. 

Port Richmond, N. Y., Local No. 7. 
Silver and Britannia Workers', Local No. 287, Port Jervis, N. Y. 
Silver Workers' Union No. 10339, Newburyport, Mass. 
Slate Workers' Union No. 10016, Bangor, Pa. 
State Federation of Labor, Kansas City, Mo. 
Street Railway Men's Union, Division 283, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Tar, Felt, and Waterproof Workers', No. 7565, New York. 
Telegraphers in Army Signal Corps. 

Tobacco Workers' International Union No. 19, Quincy, 111. 
Trades Assembly, Utica, N. Y. 
Trades Council, Takoma, Wash. 
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Trades and Labor Assembly, Bessemer, Ala. 
Trades and Labor Council: 

Chillicothe, Ohio. 

Delaware, Ohio. 

Hancock and Houghton, Mich. 

Jackson, Mo. 
Trades and Labor Assembly, Logansport, Ind. 
Trades and Labor Council, Sault Ste. Marie, Mich. 
Typographical Union: 

Boise, Idaho, No. 271. 

Brooklyn, N. Y., No. 6. 

St. Louis, Mo., No. 3. 

Grand Rapids, Mich., No. 39. 

Hartford, Conn., No. 127. 

Hutchinson, Kans., No. 243. 

Kansas City, Mo., No. 80. 

Manchester, N. H., No. 152. 

Newburg, N. Y., No. 305. 

New Orleans, La., No. 17. 

Pittsburg, Pa., No. 7. 

Ottumwa, Iowa. No. 73. 

Sacramento, Cal., No. 46. 

Stillwater, Minn., No. 432. 

Streator, 111., No. 328. 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners: 

Brooklyn, N. Y., No. 109. 

Lincoln, Nebr., Local No. 113. 

Ottumwa, Iowa, Local No. 767. 

San Francisco, Cal., Local No. 483. 

Vineland, N. J., Local No. 620. 
United Brotherhood of Leather Workers: 

Detroit, Mich., Branch No. 128. 

Philadelphia, Pa., Branch No. 100. 

Rock Island, 111., Branch No. 11166. 
United Brotherhood of Teamsters, Brooklyn, N. Y., Local No. 60. 
United Brotherhood of Garment Workers: 

Brooklyn, N. Y., Local No. 5. 

New York. 
United Lumber, Timber, and Trim Handlers, New York, No. 10072. 
United Mine Workers: 

Canton, 111., Local Union No. 893. 

Edwardsdale, Pa., Local Union No. 699. 

Robertsdale, Pa., Local Union No. 1031. 

Westville, 111., Local Union No. 320. 
United Trades and Labor Council, Streator, 111. 

Resolutions and communications in opposition to the proposed legislation received from 
the following manufacturing industries. 

Altemus, Jacob K., Philadelphia, Pa. 

American Enameled Brick and Tile Company, New York. 

American Leather Company, New York. 

American Wood Working Machinery Company, New York. 

Atha & Co., Benjamin, Newark, N. J. 

Atkins & Co., E. C, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Backus Water Motor Company, Newark, N. J. 

Ball and Wood Company, The, New York. 

Barber, James T., Eau Claire Wis. 

Barnes, John, Rockford, 111. 

Barnhart Mercantile Company, St. Louis. 

Bellmark Pottery Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Bemis Brothers Bag Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

Boston Metal Trades Association, Boston, Mass. 

Board of Trade, The, Newark, N. J. 

Boley Manufacturing Company, New York. 

Brabson Brothers, Newark, N. J. 

Broderick and Bascom Rope Company, St, Louis, Mo. 
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Builders and Contractors' Association, New Rochelle, N. Y. 

Building Supply Dealers' Protective Association, Camden, N. J 

Builders ana Traders' Exchange, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Beloit Paper Machinery Works, Beloit, Wis. 

By ram & Co. (Incorporated), Detroit, Mich. 

Business Men's Club Company, The, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. and C. Electric Company, The, New York. 

Camden Pottery Company, Camden, N. J. 

Carter, Howe & Co., Newark, N. J. 

Carter Ink Company, Boston, Mass. 

Gary Safe Company, Buffalo, N. Y. 

Central City Brass Manufacturing Company, Syracuse, N. Y. 

Central Sash and Door Company, Topexa, Kans. 

Chain Belt Company, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Chicago Typothetse, Chicago, 111. 

Cincinnati Boot and Shoe Manufacturing Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Citizens' Alliance, The, Birmingham, Ala. 

Citizens' Alliance, The, Helena, Mont. 

Citizens' Industrial Association, St. Louis, Mo. 

Citizens' Industrial Association, Dayton, Ohio. 

Clark Company, The W. J., Salem, Ohio. 

Cluett, Peaoody Company, Troy, N. Y. 

Clyde Iron Works, Dulutn, Minn. 

Coes Wrench Company, Worcester, Mass. 

Cole & Taylor, Trenton, N. J. 

Cooper, Wm. J., Camden, N. J. 

Crescent Watch Case Company, The, New York. 

Corliss, Andrus, Leete & Joslyn, Detroit, Mich. 

Crawford, McGregor & Canby Company, The, Dayton, Ohio. 

Cronk & Carrier Manufacturing Company, The, Elmira, N. Y. 

Crouse-Hinds Electric Company, Syracuse, N. Y. 

Cumberland Glass Company, Bridgeton, N. J. 

Curtis & Co. Manufacturing Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

Day, Clark & Co., New York. 

De Lavel Steam Turbine Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Detrick and Harvey Machine Company, Baltimore, Md. 

De Witt Wire Cloth Company, New York. 

Diamond Rubber Company, The, Akron, Ohio. 

Eagle Cotton Mills, Madison, Ind. 

Elmira Knitting Mills, Elmira, N. Y. 

Employers' Association of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

Employers' Association of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Enterprise Boiler Company, The, Youngstown, Ohio. 

Eureka Flint and Spar Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Eureka Rubber Manufacturing Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Esterbrook Steel Pen Company, Camden, N. J. 

Excelsior Wrapper Company, Sheboygan, Wis. 

Farr & Bailey Manufacturing Company, Camden, N. J. 

Farrill & Co., J. S., Indianapolis, Ind. 

Fay & Bowen Engine Company, Auburn, N. Y. 

Fell, Henry R., Trenton, N. J. 

Ferracute Machine Company, Bridgeton, N. J. 

Foster-Lothman Mills, Oshkosh, Wis. 

Franklin Manufacturing Company, H. H., Syracuse, N. Y. 

Freeman Foundry and Machine Works, Joplin, Mo. 

Furniture Manufacturers' Association, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Gaumer, John L., Philadelphia, Pa. 

Gayner Glass Works, Salem, N. J. 

Germania Fire Insurance Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Gilbert Paper Company, Menasha, Wis. 

Globe Knitting Mills, ftorristown, Pa. 

Golding Sons Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Gould & Eberhardt, Newark, N. J. 

Grand Rapids Furniture Association, Grand Rapids, Mich. 

Granby Mining and Smelting Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

Grieb Rubber Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Haddon Grange, Haddonfield, N. J. 
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Hafner Manufacturing Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

Hamburg Cordovan Leather Works, Newark, N. J. 

Hamilton-Brown Shoe Company, St. Louie, Mo. 

Hamilton Company, W. H., Pittsburg, Pa. 

Hill, Edmund C., Trenton, N. J. 

Holms, L. & B., Machinery Company, Buffalo, N. Y. 

Horlick Food Company, Racine, Wis. 

Howland Croft, Sons & Co., Camden, N. J. 

Hudson Porcelain Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Hydraulic Press Brick Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

International Pottery Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Ittner Brick Company, The, St. Louis, Mo. 

Jackson Church Company, Saginaw, Mich. 

Jeffery, Thos. B., & Co., Kenosha, Wis. 

Johnson Service Company, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Jones & Woodland. Newark, N. J. 

Kane & Roach Rolling Mill, Syracuse, N. Y. 

Karges Furniture Company, Evansville, Ind. 

Kelly, John, Rochester, N. Y. 

Kennedy, Robert W., Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Keystone Driller Company, Beaver Falls, Pa. 

Kimball & Storer Company, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Larkin & Scheffer Chemical Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

Lehmaier, Schwartz & Co., New York. 

Levor, C, Gloveraville, N. Y. 

Linderman & Co., A. J., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Lunkenheimer Company, The, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Ludlow Manufacturing Association, Boston, Mans. 

Lyman-Eliel Drug Company, Minneapolis, Minn. 

McCardell & Co., J. R., Trenton, N. J. 

Mcintosh, Seymour & Co., Auburn, N. Y. 

McLoughlin Bros., Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Machinery and foundry interests, statement of, Newark, N. J. 

Maddox, Thomas & Sons, Trenton, N. J. 

Manufacturers' Association, New York. 

Manufacturing Jewelers' Association, New York. 

Manufacturers and merchants, Trenton, N. J. 

Marperum, J. D., Trenton, N. J. 

Marine Engine and Machine Company, Newark, N. J. 

Martin Carriage Works,. The, York, Pa. 

Marvin & Casler, Canastota, N. Y. 

Master Cornice Makers and Roofers, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Milburn Wagon Company, Toledo, Ohio. 

Millville Manufacturing Company, The, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Minnesota State Association of Builders, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Moline Pump Company, Moline, 111. 

Moore, I. Whilden, Glass Company, The, Bridgeton, N. J. 

Moore Bros. Glass Company, Clavton, N. J. 

Mott Iron Works, The J. L., New York. 

Murphy, Franklin, Newark, N. J. 

National Association of Marble Dealers, Chicago, 111. 

National Elevator and Machine Company, Honesdale, Pa. 

Newark Lime and Cement Manufacturing Company, The, Newark, N. J. 

New England Iron League, Boston, Mas**. 

New England Manufacturing Jewelers and Silversmiths' Association, Providence, R. I. 

New Jersey Rubber Company, Lambertville, N. J. 

New York and Brooklyn Retail Grocers' Association, New York: 

New York Continental Jewell Filtration Company, New York. 

New York Shipbuilding Company, Camden, N. J*. 

New York Standard Watch Company, Jersey City, N. J. 

Norris, James E., manufacturer, Trenton, N." J. 

Oliver Iron and Steel Company, Pittsburg, Pa. 

Ostrander Fire Brick Company, Troy, N. Y. 

Paine Lumber Company, Oshkosh, Wis. 

Paper Box Manufacturers' Association, New York. 

Parker Russell Mining and Manufacturing Company, St. Louis. 

Pennsylvania Glass Company, The, Anderson, Ind. 
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Phoenix Silk Manufacturing Company, Paterson, N. J. 

Pierce, Company, F. M., Clayton, N. J. 

Pond Machine Tool Company, The, Plainfield, N. J. 

Quintard Iron Works, New York. 

Racine Sattlev Company, Racine, Wis. 

Reed, E. P., kochester, N. Y. 

Reeves Engine Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Residents Second Congressional district, Hartford, Conn. 

Residents Sixteenth Congressional district, Peoria, 111. 

Residents Seventh Congressional district, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Residents Third Congressional district, Worcester, Mass. 

Residents Tenth Congressional district, St. Louis, Mo. 

Residents of Seventh Congressional district, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Residents of Fifteenth Congressional district, New York. 

Residents of Thirty-sixth Congressional district, New York. 

Residents of Twenty-first Congressional district, Cleveland, Ohio. 

Residents of Eighth Congressional district, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Residents of Thirtieth Congressional district, Pittsburg, Pa. 

Residents of Fourth Congressional district, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Retail Lumber Dealers' Association, Indiana. 

Richardson & Boynton Company, New York. 

Riehle Brothers, Philadelphia, ra. 

Rielly & Son, P., Newark, N. J. 

Riverside Metal Company, The, Riverside, N. J. 

Rochester Metal Trades' Association, Rochester, N. Y. 

Rockford Manufacturers and Shippers' Association, Rockford, 111. 

Rome Brass and Copper Company, Rome, N. Y. 

Rosenkrantz, J., New York. 

Sachs Shoe Manufacturing Company, The, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Salem Glass Works, Salem, N. J, 

Sargent Glass Company, Evansville, Ind. 

Savre & Co., L. A., Newark, N. J. 

Scheiffele Shoe Manufacturing Company, The, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Scranton Bolt and Nut Company, Scranton, Pa. 

Sipp Electric and Machine Company, The, Paterson, N. J. 

Skillman Hardware Manufacturing Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Smith Leather Company, C. L. and R. E., Newark, N. J. 

Smith, Oberlin, Bridgeton, N. J. 

Southern Saw Works, Aflanta, Ga. 

Standard Paint Company, New York. 

Standard Terra Cotta Works, Perth Amboy, N. J. 

Starrett Company, The J. S., Athol, Mass. 

Stephenson Company, John, Elizabeth, N. J. 

Stewart Hartshorn Company, East Newark, N. J. 

St. Louis Car Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Louis Coffin Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Louis Cooperage Company, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Louis Electrical Contractors, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Louis Manufacturers' Association, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Louis Typothetse, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Paul Chamber of Commerce, St. Paul, Minn. 

St. Paul Commercial Club, St. Paul, Minn. 

Straus & Sons, M., Newark, N. J. 

Studebaker Brothers, South Bend, Ind. 

Swedesboro Glass Works, Swedesboro, N. J. 

Swindell Brothers, Baltimore, Md. 

Trenton Fire Clay Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Trent Tile Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Trenton Malleable Iron Company, Trenton, N. J. 

Trenton Potteries Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Trout Iron Works, H. G., Buffalo, N. Y. 

Union Steel Casting Company, Pittsburg, Pa. 

Union Furniture Company, Rockford, 111. 

United and Globe Rubber Manufacturing Company, Trenton, N. J. 

United Manufacturing and Supply Company, Trenton, N. J. 

United States Standard Voting Machine Company, Rochester, N. Y. 

United Textile Association, The, Philadelphia, Pa. 
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Urania Lumber Company, The, Urania, La. 

Union County Board of Agriculture, Cranford, N. J. 

Valentine & Weeden Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Wabash Cabinet Company, Wabash, Ind. 

Weller Manufacturing Company, Chicago, 111. 

Western Gas Construction Company, The, Fort Wayne, Ind. 

Wharton Iron Furnaces, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Wheaton Company, T. C, Mill vine, N. J. 

White & Wells Company, The, Waterbury, Conn. 

Whitnev Glass Works, Glassboro, N. J. 

Wiggins, Sons & Co., H. B., Bloomfield, N. J. 

Wilcox, John F., Minneapolis, Minn. 

Willits Manufacturing Company, The, Trenton, N. J. 

Wing Manufacturing Company, L. J., New York. 

Winkle Terra CottK Company, The, St. Louis, Mo. 

Wisconsin Tissue Paper Company, Appleton, Wis. 

Wood & Co., R. D., Philadelphia, Pa. 

Wood & Sons, Henry, Trenton, N. J. 

Woodstown Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, W T oodstown, N. J. 

Woolsey Paint Company, G. A., Jerpey City, N. J. 

Wright Manufacturing Company, Philadelphia, Pa. 
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